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PETITICN FOR ZONING vARANCE s

TC THE ZONING COMMISSIONER OF BALTIMORE COUNTY:

The undersigned, legal owner

destribed In the S () of the property situate in Baltimore County and which is

Ption and plat attached hereto and made a part hereof, hereby petition for a
Variance from Section _255.1 (238.2) to permit a sideyard ‘setbr =  of

_____________ ;

e e T

.__._......,_-_...._..__.....__-_...._
-.----.-..._,-.._-_-—-.-___.._.--—..-.___—-.._....___....._..__—_.. -

?f thg_Zonin-g Regula_atiops of Baltimore County, to the Zonin
ollowing reasons: (indicate hardship or practical difficulty)

require the placement of the pProposed addition adjecent to the present
thprovements within the setback lines. The Company presently employs
approxnrmately 319 persons and the new facility will be able to Create
approximately 200 new positions provided the new facility is placed

where requested so as to permit the flow of work to m .
with existing facility. ove 1n harmony

The lot shape and size

Property is to be posted and advertised ag prescribed by Zoning Regulations.

I, or we, agree to bdy expenses of above Variance advertisin i i i
N . ng, posting, ete., upon filing of
ggl}l@ion, and further agree to and are to be bound by the zoning ll?ggu}agtions zmgO restrif,:gtignsthéﬁ
altimore County adopted pursuant {o the Zoning Law For Baltimore Courty.

*/We do solemnly declare and affirm,
under the penalties of perjury, tha. xwe
are the legal owner(s) of the property

. which is the subject of this Petition.

Contract Purchaser:

Legal Owner(s] :
T e e Pt NS STmm e mmm-==mode—eo.__  Universal Security Instrumen Inc.
{Type or Print Name) (T ‘“;»;i;;iq;;,;g,“.“y “““““““““ k8. Inc
v 7 i o ::f /
e By, /i) ﬂ.,/ [,;&’-’}L‘L.
Signature TTTTTITITTTImmes SRR B s L D p T S

ey

MaP: 7

Ml dagn _NoVia( e
(Type or Print Name) e
BLECTG
_______________________________________ B
Signature LT
27

.
e

e e ——

Signanrdichael Kovens, President __ .

Name, address and phone number of i=gal owner, con
tract purchaser or representative to be contacted

Name
___;\a&r-e;;-_““““““—-“_—-""IF’_h;r-lgnl\.IE“_
o RDERED By The Zoning Commissioner of Baltimore County, this «=_________ Znd day
of = e ___June , 19.81_ that the subject matter of this petition be advertised, as

required by the Zoning Law of Baltimore County, in two newspap- s of general cir. 1lation through-

out baltimore County, that property be posted, and that the Ppublic hearing be had before the Zoning
Commissioner of Baltimore County in Room 106, County Office Building in Towson, Baltimore

County, on the

7" 25

-8
~—TEem #227 {19680-1981)

Property Qumer: TUniversal Security Instruments, Ing.
Page 2
July 65 1981

General: (Cont'd)

This property is tributary to the Gwynns Falls Sanitary Sewer System, subject
to State Health Department regulations and allcocation requirements.

Very truly yours,
e
s ! - - -:- .
/.'/(/';/f)"f{" 7 /;z /
BOBERT A. MORT P.E., Chjéf
“*Burcan of Public Services

RAM: EAM:FWR: SS

cC: Jack W.Lmbley
Catherine Warfield

T-SW Key Sheet

42 & 43 NW 32 Pos. Sheets
NW 11 H Topo

67 Tax Map

Address Fhone No.) ;..
Owings Mills, Maryland 211 17 o
City and State )

BALTIMOPE COUNTY
ZONING PLANS

ADVISORY COMMITTEE

PETITION AND SITE PLAN

EVALUATION COMMENTS

« M,
'*1 | lll"g'

DONALD J ROOP, M.D, MPH.

DEPUTY STATE & COUNTY HEALTH OFFICER June 25, 19¥1
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BALTIMORE COUNTY
DEPARTMENT OF HEALTH
TOWSON, MARYLAND 21204

Mr, William E, Hammond, Zoning Commissioner
Office of Planning and Zoning

County Office Bullding

Towson, Maryland 21204

Dear Mr, namnond:

Comments on Item 227, Zoning Advisory Committee Meetinmg of
June 2, 1981, are as follows:

Property Owner: Unlversal Security Instruments, Inc.

Location: SW/Cor, Scuth Dulfield Road & New Plant Court

Existing Zoning: ML ) _

Proposed Zoning: Varlance to permit a sideyara setoack of
0' in lieu of the required 30°'.

Acres: 4.430

District: 4th

Metropolitan water aad sewer exist.

Prior to new installation/s of fuel burning equipment, the
owner should enntact the Division of Air FPollution Control, 4943775,
to obtain requirements for such installation/s before worl begins,

A Permit to Construct from the Divisicnm of Air Pollution
Control is required for such items as palnt spray processes, underground
gasoline storage tank/s (5,000 gallons or more) and any other equipment
or process which exhausts into the atmcsphere. .

Ian J. Forrest
Director *
BHS:mgt BUREAU OF ENVIRONMENTAL SERVICYS

SeSE
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BALTIMORE COUNTY ZONING PLANS ADVISORY COMMITTEE

[

July 21, 1931 .
COUNTY OIFICE BLDS. Bernard S. Denick Esquire
111 w. ap ve, . ’
Towsgn.czsrzigisa ;1504 Suite 2300
10 Light Street
oGo Baltimore, Maryland 21 202
Nicholas B. Commodlari
Chat eman RE: Ttenm No. 227
Petitioner - Universal Security Instruments,Ine.
Variance Petition
MEMRE &5
Buress of Dear Mr. Denick:
Engineering
Department of ‘The Zo.tzing Plans Advisory Committees has reviewed the plans
Traffic Engineering Submitted with the above referenced petition. The following comments

State Foads Commi ion N 2T€ ROU intended to indicate the appropriatenes
requested, but to assure that a1l rarties are made aware of plans or

Hurvag ¢f

i Breven e ion proble_ams with resard to t_he develcnzent plana that may have a bearing
on this case. The Director of Plarairg may file a written report with

4eaith Depare t i 7 3 i
paremen the Zoning Commissioner with recommendations as to the fuitability of
Proiect Flunning the reguested zoning.

Building Departrent .
bard of Thue on The subject property, located on thre southwest corner of South

loning Administration warehouse/manufactwing building, Surrounding Preperties are also

énd._,?u._al zoned L., as is this site, and are improved with gimilar uses.
evelonment

existing building within O feet of the property line along New Plant
to the comzents of the Department of Permite and Licenges,and you nay

cont?ctd.’-ir. Charles Burnham at L4oL-3587 if zdditional explanaticn is
reguired.

Irnclosed are all comments submitted to this office from the
cemmittee members at this time. The remsining members felt that no
corment was warranted. Thig petition was accepted for filing on the
date of the encloged certificate ard a hearing scheduled ccordingly.

Very truly yours,

A 7

.t S I
s ST e " ’;/
o e e - ‘{,’,_:(_f,./f-":ﬂ—yrlc‘;(‘*('\f '
KICHCLAS B. COMYODARI
Crzirman

Zening Plang Advisory Cormittea

l

NEC:bse

Znelosureas

Dolfield Road and Kew Plant Court, <g currently improved with an office/

Eecause of your client's proposal to construct an addition to tha

Court, this hearing is required. Particuler attention should be afforded

N
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AL 45 BALTIMORE counTy

oy | FIRE DEPARTMENT

LR j/ TOWSON MARYLAND 21204
Mg’ §25-7310

Nr, William Hammand

loning Caommissioner

Office of Planning and Zoning
Baltimore Zounty Office Building
Towsan, Maryland 21204

Attention: WNick Ccmmodari, Chairman
Zaning flans Advisory Committee

PE: Property Cwner: Universai Security Instruments, Inc.

Location: S M Cor. South Dolfield Road § New Plant Coucst
Item No,: 227 Zoniny Agenda: June 2, 1981
Gentlemen:

Pursuwnt to your request, the referenced property has been surveyed by this
Bureau and the comments below marked with an "X*" are applicable and reguired
to be corrected or incorporated into the final Plans for the property,

xx 1. Fire hydrants for the referenced property are reguired and shall be
located at intervals or feet along an approved road in
accordance with Baltimore County Standards as pukblished by the

Department of Public Works. Fire hydrants at 300 fect intervals along
New Plant Court.

{ J] 2. A second means of vehi~le access is regquirad for the site,

{ )} 3. The vehicle dead end condition shown at

EXCEEDS the maximm allowed by the Fire Department.

{ ) 4. The site shall be made to comply with all applicable parts of the
Fire rrevention Code prior to occupancy or beginning of operation.

xx 5. The buildings and structures existing or proposed on the site shall
camply with all applicable requirements of the National Fire Protection
Assaciatiaon Standard No. 101 “Life Sarety Code®™, 1976 Edition prior
to occupancy.

()] 6. Site plans are approved, as drawn.

{ ) 7. The Fire Prevention Bureau has nc camweni;? at this time.

p
. /_"/:1/ PR
O Woted and W ZPinl VI Sy L Wﬁ{
1 f A L= L7 .
KEVIEWFRL S 4T 1) p 4f 7/14[{! 7455/ Approved: e ’ //’(’
g

Planning Group
Special Inspection Division

Fire Frevention Bureau

/mb

5 DALTIMORE COUNTY
") DEPARTMENT OF PUBLIC WORKS

\'#*" W/ TOWSON. MARYLAND 31202
'p\..--v\?-

HARRY ) PISTEL P E.
DINECTCR July 8, 1981

Mr. William E. Bammond
Zoning Commissioner

County Office Building
Towson, Maryland 21204

Re: Item #227 {1980-1981)
Property Ovner: Universal Security Instruments, Inc.
S/W cor. South Dolfield Bd. & New Plant Court
Acres: 4.450 District: 4th

Dear My, Hammond:

Thie following commer.ts are furnished in regard to the plat s

; _ . ubmitted to this office
for review by the Zoning Advisory Committee in wonnaction with th

e subject item.

General:

Subdivision and resubdivision of bProperty

. within Baltimore Count is subject to
Baltimore County Subdivision Regulations. ! ?

This property comprises a portion of Parcel *"E* of "Sectici 2 Owings Mills
Industrial Park™, R.R.G. 29, Folio 14; "Resubdivision of Part of Parcel "g" Realign-
ment of New Plant Court, Owings Mills Industrial Park", 0.T.G. 34, Folio 69’and "First
Amended, Formerly Recorded in O.T.G. 34, Folio 69, Resubdivision of Parcel "g" Realign-
ment of New Plant Court, Owings Mills Industrial park", 0.T.G. 34, Folio 80,

Baltimore County highway and utility improvements are not directly involved and
are as secured by Public Works Ag

reement 46203, executed in conjunction with the
development of Owings Mills Industrial Park. However, the Petitioner ig cautioned
t@at.no encroachment by construction of any structure, including footings, is permitted
within Baltimore County rights-of-way and utility easements. During the course of
construction on this broperty, protection must be afforded by the Contractor for

utilities within such rights-cf-way and utility easements; any damage sustained would
be the full responsibility of the Petitioner.

De?elopmenF of this property through stripping, grading and stabilization could
result in a sediment pollution problem, damaging private and public holdings downstream

of the grogerty. A grading permit is, therefore, necessary for all grading, including
the stripping of top soil.

The Petitioner must provide necessary drainage facilities {temporary or permanent)
to prevent creating any nuisances or damages to adjacent properti

. ies, especially by the
concentration of surface waters. Correction of any problem which may result, due to

improper grading or improper installation of drainage facilities, would be the full
responsibility of the Petiticrer.

TSRS TS - I STV SR N i ek i N e e
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GALTIMORE COUNTY

<, DEPARTMENT OF PERMITS & LICENSES
TOWSON  MARYLAND 21204
494 - 3610

TED ZALESKI R
DIRECTON Jurne 5, 1071

Mr., Will:amw Z, Hazmond, Zonming Jommiggioner
Qffire of Filarnnuing and Zoning

County Cffice Building

Towaon, Maryland 2120

Dear Mr. Hammond:

227
Commants on Item # Zoning Advisory Committes Meating, June 2, 1981
are ag followe:

Property Owner: Universal Security Instruments, Inc .
Locatior: SW ccrner South Dolfield Road and New Plant Court
Existing Zening: I,

Proposed Zoning: Variance to permit a sideyard setback of 0! in lieu of the
required 217,

Acres: h.hSC

Dimtrict: Lth
The items cheaked belaw are applicable:

X 1 All etructures shall confomm to the Baltimore County Buildirg Code 1978, the
S*ate of Maryland Code for thes Handicapped and Aged; and other applicable Codes.
and other miecellaneous
X 3. avuilding/ _ permit sha'l be required before buginnirg conatructicn.

C. Heaidential: Threo sets of construction drawings are required to file a permit
application. Architect’Engineer seal 1s/ie not required.

X b Commercial: Three g@sts of construc:ion drawings with a Maryland P_legistered
Architect or Engineer shall be required to file w permit application.

E. In wood frame comstruction an exterior wall erected within &' 0 of an aljacent
let line akhall ba of one hour lire reeistive consiruction, no openin.gs pemitt.ed_
within 3'-0 of lot line., 4 minioum 8" maponry firewall ie required if conmtruction
itz oun the lot line.

F. Requested variance conflicta with the Baltimore County Bullding Code,
Section/s .

tion permit

3. A change of cccupancy shall be applied for, along with san altera P
appiication, and three required set a of drawings indicating how the ntmctx_u-e
will meet the Code requirements for the proposed changs, Drawings mpay require
a professional seal.,

H., Seiore tnie office can comment on the above structure, please have the ocwner, tnru
the gervices of o Registered in Maryland Architect or Engineer certify to thia
office, that, the structure for which a proposed change in use is proposed can
comply with the height/ares requivementa of Table 305 and the required comstruction
classification of Teble 21L.

X 1. Coments - TSee attached items page Z.

NOTE: These comments reflect only on the information provided by the drawirg
subnitted to the office of Planning and tvurng and are =ot intended to
be conatrued as the full extent of any permit.

If desired sdditional information aay be chtained by vipiting He-m #1202
{Plans Review) at 11l West Chesapeaxe Ave., Towsnn,

Very truly y urs,

oty & e £

Chariee o. Burnhar, Chief
Plana Raview

CES:rrj
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REVIEW OF DPERA-”ONS _: ' ' S P AL AMERICAN BOTTLERS EQUIPMENT COMPANY INC.
:@ REVIEW OF OPERATIONS . - B A
. : . ' | o e ,147 F 50 GWYNNS MILL COURT OWINGS MILLS. MARYLAND 21117
0 N SR IO . R : /@ f(
L MANUFACTURING Tty Trnmar Lt ' B y ;. T S7Rmoa TS, TAL
= | FINANCE AND ADMINISTRATION H i e ORIGRSEL STCORITY THST ,
x n Iy, US.I's man- . _ bt 9 ‘ )D 73-28-R Tacember S, 1321
U derstandaby,USIsm US.L's finamcial and »*miip . ”, \f,rl ‘ '
ufacturing department has . _ & |
: trative departments reflect the % I r 1
been very busy this year Co : . . AL TG
] . . mpany's overall prowth. In. ¥ U |
; gearing up to meet increased creased use of COMPuLe s PP A £ B |
demand for the Company’s specd Mormntim‘t}}um& N ! S . o [
products. New systems, imp 1 con - _ A _ n. Ti hard Farrop D37 !
including computer based unlnfmmphli'umwma ' : ot I A Sirer & irbury f
material control, have been ' : & T1v0 Ctarles Center Jouti f
. : Increased intornal repuorting SLU0 oharies Lentet i
implemented to provide for provides "  with 5. haples Jtreet i
further increases in volume. . ' anaZremeld wl myirivore, arylard 212901 :
. . timely, detailed information , Co 3itinare, Aryla :
Complex electronic assemblies on all onguing operations o T s i
are carefully inspected and . e ) . . s ‘; Ra: OUwings Mills Zoning ﬁppeq* assizr.ed
testedateve_rystageofthe During the past year, the . , L Tuesday December 15th, 1981 By
manufacturing process. Company’s stock was traded . . . A N L TR S 5 FED - 11 AM Room 213, Court House, Towson, 0. —
. . 53 actively that NASD re- .
Our products incorporate cir e : . -
; . . t SE o -~ i
: cuitry which now advances the hl:?):fd(x‘_: 3‘?:&:5::‘:,‘:;] As . . . L RS
- state of th . U515 abili e .
3 eaﬂiUSISHb#HY ‘ _ t N Sleaze reviiw my reasops Por filing this zpreal, wna let
2.1: t‘O pmducepmdU'Cts Eﬁ:‘lClenﬂY : C(Jnm“‘n]d bd“ks hd\-’f tahen SorEes . 3 - + W Iy Lo T ‘wﬂ—ﬂhr‘- oAar Der YLaken O
; is a source of pride to the | & an incressed interestan US 1 - Te huve your oplnion 25 Lo wWhat SMPTREr SLERS LAL LR Laesho-
Company. The new revilving coedat ) prevent thic tace-over
agrerment reached with Mary- - . S s ] . v eren i .
land National Bank and North . - v objections are based on these premises!
Carulina National Bank was
— .. feov e e R T T ot ot ospTisr ) 4111F1L Yiolation. The set-back variance request
i‘i::o?md.mmm'm'“‘ ' ) T : 7IoTAtes tha 30 feet agreed %o in the origina
_ .wggnmnyhnglunnad i - o v oa vieoll davelaner
insututions. cand p!APChaaeo from Frank o. H1C04 Jr, Leve = '
who =3tabliched this ruls for zestheric as well as
cractical business rezlLons.
B
f 2. ®altirmeore County Zoning Regulations =svablizhed ;
s 83 Bl E. e ar 25 fest. 0 exceptlions excepl in axiremse ?
. I:-::;; 'E'i";’;,:." circumstances. (Until now all of the occupants of '
Ntz 1 pdar the Park have abided by this ruling.:
Wrams B v Y.L R o .
P IR KR _ a
;:""-"'f.'. ey Wil 3. ¢recedent, If an exception is made in this instance,
v — W:::..i *here will be no vallid reason %o deny the same
"‘;1::'.::'".:";: - srerogative to any other Park occcupant with similar
b= en s “ motive. .Such a trend would surely degrale the
Stent guirtation from | 1 : integrity of the Park.’
Wall oot Jogrmn ST .
—— : - 5'1 ~ole usatle trcoerty
| Manufacturing operations. nha existing
6 . IR : e
o < s RSN SR Ariittoreg o ob P | St Oussianumomitngnsns Sopie W B st -
AMERICAN BOTTLERS EQUIPMENT COMPANY INC. 50 Guming MIR L, Owangs Mills, Md 21117 | . o ) ] X , - 7 ,L']"
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: S . ; his larger csm“an L. . C atisoe . < CmmmEe vl te e
; I0TE:  OCther occupants of the Park have taken - S . : ' . Z;KIEZ chane Zar}&a 5511, ;ggfor"t*”?' +S E“C'QSJf“I 45 L0135
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5 5. Ethics. Frofessional standards of conduct are % e _ : T b y the industrial cark.
; being set aside. This is obviously a move to - U A T ’ " YT TR Fizases ¢211 me “efore rhe :
. - . - N . p ' aotT 2 . M= o - | al=1 - -
yoguire s builuing witheut havine t92 purchase land. CE-4 eiore the hearing date.
y Lo -
: 28t Hegards,

In iinich and San Jinan we call chem sguiattero,

. Trorcerty Yalue. The decline of property values in '
,% industrial Parks 1s a nora. In this instance the { ; : v : - . i
-5 entire community should present a response te prevent I % T . yi&c%;,n o |
z acceleration of a declination attributable to this 4 - T . ‘rederics I. Fauth
5 - ey . . . 3
: action. #Hiehway and Subway plans now in process could ; v , Presicert
: .. help make the Park either a desirable location or a Y : L ;. amEr.can soitlers Zguipment Conpany
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2 Owings Mills Industrial Park restrictions & te ai.f el Ly P .o 11 4 A
. i . : e LA g - e~ N 3 e
g . Ffrank 5. Nicoll Jr. Crit tre atiemaima T, foa vPe RO See
. g . 54 taL e alires ez oreztipiocticn - -
’.f %‘ , Gr‘aqthg Jf U’ar“arca .’. Jur\% 8 2 Zl ! = j: - - L ie .rin :’,,,..,. - . B f -3'e ir_ (, b
3 N sppeal letter to Zoning Commissiiner 5-2-21 o TorentArTe AR mEE s hen T n SrARLTES. 4
! " Tatice o) 2s8igznment, Zounty Brard of Qdpcezls 10-21.20 : ; g
- " A , P ! i N ST, . Seo Tt souta Luturr Lo tirs eytanocicn in tne ;
‘ Aelerenre Map Parcel © Zecticn 20 1-5-21 Fevizey 2-01--0 . . O B
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e attain the highest standards

B ;g and abroad.

REVIEW OF OPERATIONS

L - . ¢ . . ]
ENGINEERING, RESEARCH & DEVELOPMENT

U.S.L's Engineering Depart-
ment is constantly striving to

of product innovation and per-
formance. In addition to de-
signing new products and
value-engineering existing
products, the Engineering De-
partment is responsible for
satisfying regulatory stan-
dards both in the United States

U.5.I's in-house engineering
capabilities encompass circuit
design, printed circuit layout,
prototype fabrication, and
quality assurance including
the design and construction
of custom test equipment.

We have pulled together a team
of professionals from arounr
the country to keep us in the
forefront of electronic design.
This, combined with our
commitment to produce
quality products, enhances our
position in the industry.

Design Engineering Group.
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PETITION FOR VARIANCE

4th DISTRICT

ZONING: Petition for Variance
LOCATION: Southwe st corner of South Dulfield Road and New Plant Court
DATE & TIME: Thursday, July 30, 1981 at 9:30 A, M. ) -

Room 106, County Office Building 111 W. Chesapeake

PUBLIC HEARING:
Avenue, Towson, Marylaad

The Zoning Commissioner of Baltimore County, by authority of the Zoning Act and
Regulations of Baltimore County, will hold a public hearing:

Petition for Variance to permit a side yard setback of
— Zero feet (0') rather than required thirty feet (30)

The Zoning Regulation to be excepted as follows:
Section 255.1 (238.2) - Minimum side yard setback inan M. L.. Zone

All that parcel of land in the Fourth District of Baltimore County

Being the property of Universal Security Instruments, Inc., as shown on plat plan filed
with the Zoning Department ‘

Hearing Date: Thursday, July 30, 1981 at 9:30 A, M.

BY ORDER OF

WILLIAM E. HAMMOND
ZONING COMMISSIONER
OF BALTIMORE COUNTY

A .
TS r—— : T T — ety
s mi-‘-w-eb{ L M Lo TR T b el

Public Hearing: Room 106, County Office Buildirg, 111 W. Chesapeake Avenue, Towson,
'~ - _Maryland

;. oate__ 1428/81

UNIVERSAL SECURITY INSTRUMENTS, INC. AND SUBSIDILRIES

"Mi SELECTED FINANCIAL DATA HENNEETEEION

Year ended March 31,
_ 1981 1980 1979 1978 1977
Operations
Sales ...... eteimraaeanaan $13,564,805 $7,856,217 £6,443,556 $£11,948,146 | $11,278,576
Grossprofit ............... 3,887,329 1,500,496 352,773 2,799,435 4,193,787
Selling, general and admin-
istrative expenses ........ 2,700,285 2,191,757 1,682,557 1,779,850 1,472,230
Interestincome ............ 32,986 173,247 182,572 95,415 67,043 -
Interestexpense ........... 72,098 §7,726 56,620 42,129 —_
Income taxes (benerits})...... 497,623 {291,435) {1,100,937) 463,439 1,398,997
Netincome(loss) ........... 664,074 (267,358) (1,094,736) "V 618,789 1,397,711
Net income (lass) per
common share® ,...,..,. .28 {1 {.46}) .26 53
Cash dividends per
common share® ..., .. — — .033 133 .08
Weighted average number of
common shares put-
standing™ ... _.......... 2,371,503 2,365,733 2,365,733 2,365,613 2,219,346
Financial condition
Total assets ......... e $ B,759.870 $7,336,157 $7,123,770 $ 8355337 | § 7,693,689
Long-term debt and
capitalized leare oblige -
tions (non-current) ....... 964,011 B0O,620 B35,064 867,409 —
Working capital ............ 5,283,234 4,546,796 5,022,056 5,993,087 5,760,730
Currentratio .............. 3ggtol 446t0) 7.18t0 1 83tal 529t01
Shareholders’ equity ........ 5,882,022 5,159,633 5,426,991 6,600,564 6,290,598
Shareholders’ equity per
share® ., ............... 2.48 2,18 2.29 2.79 2.79
{(1)In fiscal year 1979, the Comp iny discontinued the manufacture af smoke detectors and, in connection there
with, provided for estimated losses on disposal of related inventory, equipment and other assets in the amount
of $875,96% (before income tax benefits/.
(2) Adjusted to give retroactive effect to a th e-for-two stock split discussed in note 12 of Notes to Consoliduted
Financial Statemeants.

1] _ : 159 /_.;‘/'
ST ' Bernard S. Denick, Fasaui L
7 | KPS T quire . |
£9U.55 DALTIMORE COLNTY ONING Saite 2500 ' b
SEAE OFFICE OF PLANNING & Tuly 22. 19£1 £
7§/ TOWSON, MARYLAND 21204 y 22, 10 Light Street o
Uon P 494'3353 B‘ltmlore. MD 21262 Iuly 1. 1981 Er
' ko
Willia M E. HAMMOND [ K -5:21_-1
ZONING COMMISSIONER } : §
P NOTICE OF HEARTERG b
] RE: Petition for Variance
S SW/correr of S, Dnifield Rd. And New Plant Ct
?eiz;m;gog. Denick, Esquire 3 . gnlverul Security Instruments, Inc. - Petitioner
uite ase No. 82-28.A o
1C Light Street P
Baltimore, Maryland 21202 | s §130 A, M.
RE: Peition for Variance ¢
SW/corner of S. Dolfield Rd. & New Plant Ct, PATE Thersday, July 30, 1981
Usniversal Securi‘y Instruments, Inc, - Petitiorsr :
Case No. 82-28-A 4
; PLACE: ROGM 106 COUNTY OFFICE RUTLDIFG, 111 W. CHESAPEAKE AVENTE,
3 1
Dear Mr. Denick: E- 3
) 5 TOWSON, MARYLAND
This is to advise you that $78. 85 is due for advertising and E’ e——e s
rosting of the above property. E B
. Ev b
Please make check payable to Baltimore County, Maryland, and remit to { i
Karen Riegel, Room 113, County Office Building, Towson, Maryland 21204 - ! :
before the hearing. W T \ : 1

Ve :_r,y"l

-y

———————
—

BALTIMORE COUNTY, MARYLAND ‘ng Commissioner

;rrlcs OF FINANCE - REVENUE Division *. 1 00412
ISCELLANEOUS CASH RECEIPT

account_ Cl1=662

$78. 85

. AMOUNT.

.
RECE)
rrocvBlum, Yumkas, Mallman ¢ Gutman, P, A

soa;—Eﬂ‘ﬂﬂz—h-AdumumrcM 28A

=" 2 3

wB¥YI TSI o4 - —
© 70 E

2

) VALIDATION O SIGNATURE OF CASHIFR
e ————
——

———

e r—— e

L o i

uly (yours, /
%— = =
Yot b
———— WIL’EéM E. }{AMA(%—-M-‘/’

OWINGS MILLS INDUSTRIAL PARK

- RESTRICTIONS -

1- A1l buildings must bte located on each plet with a2 set back
of 39 Feet from all property lines excedt that en provnerty
line3s adjoining the rallroad the bulldincs mav abutt the
rallroad sidin,.

2- All storage areas must be screencd [rom the roacs abutting
) the proverty with either a woven fence op sereen planting
to conceal outside storage.

3= All buildings must have decorative brick walls facing ¢n
the roads abutting the preperty on which the buildine 4s
sltuated. ﬁ

4- All plans for construction of bullding must be approved
by Frank 3. Nicoll, Jr. to zee that the aforegoing restricgions
are incornorated in the construction drawings.

AN ATTRACTIVE INDUSTRIAL PARK MAINTAINS

AND INCREA

. THE VALUE OF YOUR PROPERTY

£

P

¥
i
+
v

i A o et i
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2L DALTIMORE COUNTY
Ve Lyt | OFFICE GF PLANNING & ZONING

e/ TCWSON. MARYLAND 21204
494-3353

WILLAM £ HAMMOND
LCHNING COMMISSIONER

27

August 25, 1981

Berr.rd 5. Denick, Esquire
Suaite 2900

10 Light Street .
bBaltimore, Maryland 21202 -

RE:

Dear Mr, Denick:

I have this date passed m
with the attached.

Ver

y Order in the above captioned matter

Petition for Variance
SW/corner of S Dolfiedl Rd. & New
Plant Ct, - 4th Election District

Universal Security Instrurments, Inc.
Petitioner

NO. 82-28-A (Item Na. 227)

y truly yours,

?A‘\M-#o
JEAN M.H. JUNG

Deputy Zoning Commissioner

JMHJ/me

Attachments

cc: Mr. Frederick E. Fauth, President
American Bottlers Equipment Co,
50 Gwynns Mi!l Court
Owings Mills, Maryland 21117

John W, Héssian, I, Esquire
People's Counsel

T R 1
5}1"!‘." L ¥, .
U s,
MG 26 159
T IS P T

-G

[~ ;

i
Lrilt OF PLS 8 700N
lL)WEU_N MARYLAND 21704
494-3353

(S I

WILLAM E HAMAMOND
LONNG COMMISSICNER

August 25, 1981

Bernard S. Denick, Esquire
Suite 2900

10 Light Street

Baltimore, Maryland 21202

RE:

Dear Mr. Denick:

I have this date passed my Order in
with the attached.

Petition for Variance
3W/corner of S.Doliieff]l Kd. & New
Plant Ct. - 4th Election District

Universal Securitv Instruments, Inc. -
Petitioncr

NO, 82-28-A (Item No. 227)

the above captioned matter in accordance

Very truly yours,

?mm.,(/.

JEAN M, H. JUNG
Deputy Zoning Commissioner

JMHJ /e
Attaclhiments

cc: Mr. Frederick E. Fauth, President
Americar Bottlers Equipment Co.
50 Gwynns Mill Court
Owings Mills, Maryland 21117

John W. Hessian, I, Esquire
People's Counsel

in accordance

T e o—
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Pursuant to the -adv;.rtisemeat, posting of property, and public hearing on the Petition and it etk - “ s - b St
appearing that strict compliance with the Baltimore County Zoning Reguladons would /eI EEE aleansts o = AR RS 5 st s s R
result in practical difficulty and unreasonable hardship upon the Petitioner(s) and the granting of -2
the variance(s) requested witk'will not adversely affect the heaith, safety, and general welfars of June 5, 1981 BALTIMOHE COUNTY' MARYLAND

the com:ranity, the variance(s) should xshouidc-vek be granted.
Deputy Z j‘(j-
Therefore, IT IS ORDERED by the/ Zoning Commissioner of Baltimore County, this

strictions:

1. The parking requirements must be recalculated for the total
number of existing and proposed employees engaged in the
warechouse/manufacture operation and shall be indicated on
the site plan.

2. The entire South Dolfied Road/New Plant Court proverty pro-
posed to be developed by Universal Security Instrur.ents, Inc.
for the cxpansion of the plant and parking area, including the
1.545 acre tract indicated in the Agreement of Sale, marked
Petitioner's Exhibit 3, shall be shown on the site plan.

A revised site plan, iicorporating the restrictions set forth
above, shall be submitied for approval by the Maryland De-
partment of Transporation, the Department of Public Works,
and the Office of Planning and Zoning, including landscaping,
screening, and parking required for approval by the Current
Planning and Development Division.

- -

ITEM NO. 227 Zoning Advisory Committes Meeting June 2, 1981

rarking spacee, sipms
requirements.

P/ AT A

» curb cuts and other State and Local handicap

INTER-OFFICE CORRESPONDENCE

Lo?otion: SW/Cor. South Dolfield Road & New Plant Court

Existing Zoning: ML

Proposed Zoning: Vuf'ionce to permit a sideyard setback of
0" in lieu of the required 30,

Baltimore County's Economic Development Commission has w

_Univer§o! Security in regard to tax-free financing,
job positions.

: orked ciosely with
expansion efforts, and new

The company's requested variance to permit a sideyard setback of 0

the required 30" is part of a new/expansion effort
in Baltimore County, Pa ort to create about 20

in liey of
0 new jobs

The Economic Development Commission is su
for a hearing at the earljest possible date to
for fhg Jnstruction of an addition to its exi
.COI'TII’!"HSSIOH appreciates any effort the zoni
in setting a date for the hearing.

pporting Universal Security's efforts
perr.it final plons and specifications
sting Owings Mills facility. The

ng officer can give to this company

A2

SHARON M. ZAPLAN =

SMC:jet

k-~ o

BALTIMORE COUNTY PUBLIC SCHOOLS

Mr. William E. Hammond

Zoning Commissioner

Baltimore County Office Building
1111 West Chesapeake Avenue
Towscon, Maryland 21204

Z.A.C. Meeting of:

RE: Item No:
Property Owner:
Location:
Present Zoning:
Proposed Zoning:

Dear Mr. Hammond:

: Charles E. (Ted) Burnham
i Plans Review Supervisor Please call on us for any furthn i i
- ; cooperation, y her assistance we can provide. Thank you for your
2
- ] 2 YA . Qwu.q
g %ﬂ:y Zoning Congﬂissione} of gistrict:
, ? Baltimore County ! 0. Acres:

All of the above have no bearing on student population,

218, 21s, 220, 221, 222, 223, 224, 225, 226, 227, 228

Very truly your

b Z.it A%z
Wm. Nick Petrovich, Assistant
Department of Planning

: . Nicholas B, Commadari
ugust i j i . ) |
day o o 19 , that the Variance to permit a side yard setback The total building shall meet the height and area requirements TO""ZPD"DQ'Aq\ﬂ'@!y“c‘qmmm‘qq ------ B e R — e |
The fotal uilding chall neet the helg £ aroe requiranen Sharon !EA, C(]pl:m obert Y. Dubel, Superintendent Towson, Maryiand — 21204
; of five fe.t in lieu of the required tairty feet shouid be and the same is GRANTED, Jue to the two story office area. It oppears sprinklers will be FROM'"E—CPDRT-IQ-Dgxgmegnl-cp_mmis_sjgn
- reruired,
from and zfter the date of this Order, subject, however, to the following re- SUBJECT.. ltem #227 -- Property Owner: Uni i 4 T
, ject, . g Plans shall show access to structure by the handicapped, required atfon. SW/Car. Sl Doiird rooa & New Fion

June 2, 1981

L T P

; e e . E o o ' o o - o } SR P G R R e i i T ———
. '_ . ﬂ (5’2_?- ('?"‘G-/: : - - g} Q..} ‘E'- 4 . . ‘
- PETIT I(‘ﬁ\]‘ FOR ZONING VAL-IAI\ICE .2,’ : . the Petition and 1t ,,Zf - : OR Cooe 301 } -7? -
i - . \ . / i on the Feu B [ L TLLEPHONE 163 440  Arta COot
o THE ZONING COMMISSIONER OF BALTIMORE COUNTY: i Pursuant to the advertisement, pusting of property. and public hearing N % B EE SANITARY CONVEY K aaten / |
T ' ; - i hich is . : ; Zoning Regulations woulds#tutd~h YR L™ B
. : erty situate in Baltimore County and o oranine that strict compliance with the Baltimore County Zoning Reg o8 . T eals
e sndersgned, Jegal ovrec(s) o the FOPEY, S, L T vy pecion for sppsring it e com | e o o e Tty i gosrs of Prckaping Enpincsing Gty Faard of Appeat
deseribed in the description and p . . 3 getback of ; : ieal difficulty and unreasonable hardship upon the Petitioner(s) and the granting . g Room 219, Court House
Section 25921 (238.2) to permit a sideyarr BSTRI-..-oo '. result in practica d o 4 ! welfare of L bl Towson, Maryland 21204
Variance from Section 2T 2it v nmmm cm o mm T : . ted witlywill not adversely alfect the heailr salety, and general we P b t. 21, 1981
t_(Q'). rathex than reauired Thixty feet (30.1e _ooeoooo- : the variance(s) reques b AMERICAN EOTTLERS EQUIPMENT COMPANY INC. Oct. 21, | .
Zero.feel AR-Lie R emmemmeemmTme e oo ’ the community, the variance(s) shcald #shewldenek be granted. A . B .. NOTICE OF ASSIGNMENT J'
________________________________________________ : Deputy o . County, this .;Zf T SO GWYNNS MILL COURT OWINGS MILLS, MARYLAND 21117 ] ==
------------------------------ Therefore, IT IS ORDERED by the/ Zoning Commissioner of Baltimore : 3
R it S A A CA tv; for the i a1 . it a side yard setback ‘
memrmmm s mamm———= e - alt: ty, to the Zoning Law of Baltimore County; ! August , 19 , that the Variance to permit a | .
of the Zoming e zulatane o hardsnip or practical dificulty) The lot shape and size " day of PR NO POSTPONEMENTS WILL BE GRANTED WITHOUT GOOD AND SUEFICIENT
followlng reasans: t of the proposed addition adjacent to the pres 5 o . _od thirty feet, should be and the same is GKANTED, P September 2, 1981 REASONS. REQUESTS FOR POSTPONEMENTS MUST BE IN WRITING AND IN
requlre th:spéizi?inthe setback lines. The Company Eresg’?tlzoerg};ég‘iz , of five feat in lieu of the regquire y ’ S STRICT COMPLIANCE WIT:: BOARD RULE 2(b). ABSOLUTELY NO POSTPONE-
: improvenen ilit, will be able Dt C ; 3 g -
apbroximately 319 persons a.md theogigegaiiéliéw‘q;a(:ility is placed - from and after the date of this Order, subject, however, to the following re o ] MENTS WiLL BE GRANTED WITHIN FIFTEEN (15) DAYS OF SCHEDULED HEAR
. a itions pr : ns Pk LG :
approximately 200 new posi of work to move in harmony

. | NG DATE IN ACCORDANCE WITH RULE 2{c), COUNTY COUNCIL BILL f103
d so as to permit the flow -

ing | itim > v, in tw wsnapess of general circuiation throuyh-
s ine Law of Baitimore Couaty, in two newspape _ ‘ rous?
rc?dér‘:?t'?g*f:éoic:::”:n:t properly be posted. and that the puhic Rearing be had b-q'ure ”i’,e ioqar;o:
Et:rm:x;.arer of Baltiliore County in Room 106, County Ofice Building in Towson, Baitir

County, on the ... 28 ... Jay of -3 ...

LA /

e e mer sy

J. W. Hessian, Esg.

June Holm»n, Secy.

a0k AR R Y

o T -

i where requestec ©9 of ictions: | Zoning Commissioner .
with existing facility. strictions: i County Office Building CASE NO. 82-28-A UN IVERSAL SECURITY INSTRUMENTS, INC. 3
ﬁ _ . 1, The parking requirements must be recalcu].a.tedafo:dtl;f tt[::al : Towson,-Maryland 21204 S AV Dolfield Rd. and New Plant Ct ;
: : . ) . : . s en ' ) . r Dolfi . .
! Property is o be posted and advertised as prescribed by Zoning Regulations. aumber of existing and Propos:_d ir;féog;:n Eegingdicated o ; Subject: Appeal to zoning Varla“‘iesgranFid /YY corne
- . ; 3 ‘manuf o . 5 Universal Security
. . L . f this warchouse/manuiacture operali | August 25th to ) .,
. - iance advertising, posting, etc., upon filing o : . case 82-28A, hearin - 4th District . -
s e o g e of o Vs R FO T esns of SiRinnt) e, nesring o
i pBaltimo're Coualy adopted pursuant to the Zoning Law For Baltimore (-ounty. > The entire South Dolfied Road/New Plant Court property pro- _ . Var.—to permit a side yard setback of 0'
% . e ) . ‘ }/&‘U’C do Solemnly decl_are and 3fﬁ1"mp . e (el ¢ b d vclo ed by Universal Security I_nstruments, I.H.C- » Please arrange a hear‘ing ;Ui—: appe‘i* from thls allOW?d in |ieu of 'he required 308 :
1 - C urder the penalties °(f )pcr]furt{ tgaf)gfft; If)osih :;'on ff the plant and parking area, including the set-back variance of five feet from New Plant Court in lieu
| S he legal owner(s) of lhe Propet ‘or the expansi S : i thirty feet. - i
: fvrlflcil fl‘s th% subject of this Petition. 1.545 acre tract indicated in the Agreement of Sale, marked t of the required Y 8/25/81 -~ D.Z,C, GRANTED variance |
) E Potitioner’s Exhibit 3, shall be shown on the site plan. Yours truly, w/reskrictions :
: . Contract Purchaser: Legal Owner(s): ‘ b
o Universal Security Instruments. Inc. 3. A revised site plan, incorporating the restrictions set fort =L ASSIGt. 2D FOR: TUESDAY, DEC. 15, 1981, at 11 a.m.
E mmmm——ee- g v [{E"'{:}ﬁ}fajﬁe)f above, shall be submitted for approval by thefhf:ai,i}anw 'k' : <. JS Al Lt T ;
{Type or Print Name . : o *{ P . sporation, the Department of Public Works, :, . . e Bemnard S. Denick, Esq. Counsel for petitioner |
" % . } - - Bﬁ--j—dﬂ'ﬂi"-{-é—/ﬁ-zﬁ?-g%}‘d"‘ i;;txznéfﬁc?:fgamm :a.nd Zoning, including landscaping, ? g?gglgéﬁi E. Fauth c - : ¥
3 SR UPRSRIREEEEE SR PESS SRS 4 emamrdiichael Kovens idenk ——— = . i ' ] s G
: Signature ' R ) Lf‘f l.E:ﬂf( war 2 ™ screening, and parking required 1oT approval by the Current : American Bottlers Equip. Co. Universal Sec. Instruments, Inc. Petitioner :
T M ULeHAE s A o VEML ] R A A Planning and Development Division. N ) U/
P T Edres T (Type or Print Name) ELECTICH _/ - FET: jm . Frederick Fauth Protestant
---------------------------------------- S T T T e e " 4f /“ Q'LUMA % i Encl: check #ﬁlodfor $35.00 to Baltimore County, Haryland Richard Ferber, Esq. Counsel for protestant .
: City and State = e A v . Eg a3 required. )
. ‘o ARG S ‘outy Zonin Conﬂissionu[ of ) .
i Attorney for Petitioner: . Road i . "_,__,.,—j‘_f [Héplitymore Cgounty 3 Cc.C. "“r. Richard Ferber, Esq.-Piper & Marbury . Mr, Terry Holinsky
] . 5. Denick 10324 . Dolfield Road _____ .. boo ot altt £ . John W. Hessian III Esq.-Pecples Counsel Baltc. County .
S I}gr_x_wg_l.:g___': """""""""""""""" T Address . Phone NO4 1miau - Mr. Terry Holinsky-Saperstein, Holinsky and Strauss Mr. Frank Nico.l, Jr. Protestant
T (e of o Owings Mills, Maryland 21117 M ) , Mr. Frank G. Nicoll Jr.-Property Investors Co. ) . B
St TR QU Y e - ' ) s Mr. Norman E. Gesbter, Dir. Office of Planning & Zoning James D. Lucas, . ;
o :g,-;;{urE c;o --------------- City and State .. Baltimore County g 5.1 'D.. 1ot o ‘. D1 1
: uit : - . r trial Developmen v. '
: 1311‘: 2 Stroet . Name, zddress and phone number of legal owner, con- s Mr, Jades Lucas-Balto. County Indus P J. Dyer
—--AB&--él -------------------------- tract purchaser or representa!i‘-’e to be cOﬂtaCte"d . E‘ ;4
e Baltimore, Marylamd 21202 .. E’:ﬁ'% J. Jung
. T T e juiuiteiaie i Name
1 City a:d Stare - P % 3 W. Hammond
------------------- i3 3
Attorney’s Telephone NO.: coooor oommmmone —ooooomenooomommmomooes Fhone No. _ f {
Y AdCress . “d ;’ 3 ; : N. E. Gerber
. cor e o n day i - Py :
- in missioner of Baitimore County, this £laccccmmaeineeea—- B - l Lo -3
ORDERED By The Zoning Comarss N . ! E ! J. Hoswell
of A June 19. 81 _, that the subject matter of this peliion be advertiscd, as P

“Lniig
fever) "':-."';, _ ;
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By o \‘_ s
£ !
! :*
'._ * i Septociver 32, 15
UNIVERSAL SECURITY INSTRUMENTS, INC. AND SUBSIDIARIES UNIVEF ﬁLSECURITY]NSTRUN[ENTS,INC.ANDSUBSH)IARIES AMERICAN UBDTTLERS LQuiPmMENT CO ;..} ;
i - & - MBPANY INC , »
T C L ‘ ' . ' : wisid &,
CONSOLIDATED BALANCE SHEET - MENEEEEAMNEERGY CONSOLIDATED BALANCE SHEET B o] o , | f Sulia z;: Desich, Loquice
. : . ) l,..f.. YoMy iFey ML (Y Y T P EEaN MamyL AN 2V Y % to U.;L‘ 5"‘0.1
ASSETS March31, 1981 | March31, 1980 IABILITIE SR o DAl are, \ig o
3 LIABILITIES March 31,1981 { March 31, 1980 . ‘ frlant 21302
. | re 4
Cash e ra b ad AN R T A T BRI e EEEEERE T EEEE srr b . 57, - /] ‘:' Cl.lrrent matu.ritYOfIO term . N {_y‘. ""f‘ 3 "
. H - obligati ; . : vtrel of Lou; _ ‘
Certificates of deposit and time deposits under capital lease ng ________ gon [ . i -4 ?\,\ Comst o s T & b‘fUhH 84. & Jew tay
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2 2 < : ¥ i oM by
OF $22,469 A1 $25,618) «v e vvvrenns verrenenens 2,530,789 1,682,364 = Other expenses . ............. e e 30,427 ' Gl s
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Inventory and equipment to be disposed of, T . ; .
atestimated value ........... Cerreraareriraeaeaas : — 31,085 S Shg:ll:;):ldem equ;tgl X Ve
Totalcwrrentassets ...........caceveuvran 7,111,427 5,859,392 on stock, §. parvallue; ce e
Property, plant and equip?neansﬁ ............. Ceveeaeen 1,589,809 1,426,747 6,000,000 shares authorized, 2,388,983 and - . :
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5,882,022 5,159,633 YL, Sevtag Comnmiseloner
. Ll !
$8,759,870 $7,336,157 . .
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UNIVERSAL SECURITY INSTRUMENTS, INC. Ar’D SUBSIDIARLES

EENFEEEALSSE CONSOLIDATED STATEMENT OF OPERATIONS
YEARS ENDED MARCH 31
1981 1980 1979
E 1 = $13,564,805 $7,856,217 $6,9.:3,556
Costofsales ........ccovviiviininnininnnns. 9,677,476 6,355,721 6,090,783
Grossprofit ....coeviiiiiiiiiiiii i 3,887,329 1,500,496 352,773
Selling, general and administrative expense ..... 2,700,285 2,191 757 1,682 557
Operating income (10ss) .....cooviviiniiiannns 1,187,044 (691,261) (1,329,784)
Other income (expense)
Interestincome ......civirvrsnsorrarsnanes 32,986 173,247 182,572
INTETESL EXPEISE <\ uvevavvvrcvncnnraneresans {72,098} (57,726) {56,620}
Provision for estimated losses on
disposal of assets ..........cciiiiiiiiinns —_— — (B75,965)
Settlement of litigation ............ci0iiinns —— —_ {139,126)
Miscellaneous income .....ccveeeenaanrenens 13,765 16,947 23,250
{25,347) 132468 {865,889}
Income (loss) beforeincometaxes .............. 1,161,697 {558,793) (2,195,673)
Incometaxes(benefit) .......ccciviiiiiiivnnens 497,623 (291,435) | _ 1,100,937}
Net incOmefloSS) «uveiirreraicreircnanasnans $ 664,074 $ {267,358) | ($1,094,736)
Earnings {loss) per common share (Note12}...... $ 28 $ (it s (.46)

EEEORENN CONSOLIDATED STATEMENT OF SHAREHOLDERS' EQUITY IEEREN

YEARS ENDED MARCH 31, 1981, 1980 AND 1979

Additional
Common stock paid-in Retained
Shares Amount capital earnings ‘Total

Balance, March 31,1978 ....... 1,677,155 | $15,771 | $5,066,279 | $1,518,534 | $6,600,684
Netloss ...vvverernnincenanss —_— — | . — | (1,084,736} | (1,094,736)
Cash dividends -

$.033 per share (Note 12) e — — {78,857} (78,857
Balance, March 31,1979 ....... 1,577,155 15,771 5,066,279 344,941 5,426,991
Netloss ..oeiiererceavanenars — — — (267,358} {267,358}
Balance, March 31,1980 ....... 1,577,155 15,771 5,066,279 77,583 5,159,633
Netincome .....vivienevvrann . ' 664,074 664,074
Common stock issued . .

pursuant to exercise ' '

of stockoptions ............ 15,500 155 58,160 —_ 58,315
Three-for-two stock sput :

in form of stock

dividend (Note 12) . .......... 796,328 7,964 (7.964) — —
Balance, March 31,1981 ....... 2,388,983 | $23.890 | $5116475 | $§ 741,657 | $54882,022

The accompenying notes are an integral part of these financial statements.
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474-3180

Connty Voard of Appeals

Room 219, Court House
Towson, Maryland 21204

March 12, 1982

Bernard S. Denick, Esq., and
Anthony P, Palaigos, Esq.
1800 Munsey Bldg.

7 N. Calvert 5t.

Baltimore, Md. 21202

Re; Case No, 82-28-A

Gentlemen:

Universal Security Instruments, Inc.

In accordanca with Rule B-7 (a) of the Rules of Procedure of
the Court of Appeals of Maryland, the County Board of Appeals is required
to submit the record of proceedings of the zoning oppeal which youv have
taken to the Cireuit Court for Baltimore County in the above matter within

thirty days.

The cost of the transcript of the record must be paid by you,
Certified copies of any other documents necessary for the completion of

the record must also be at your expense,

The cost of the transcript, plus any other documents, must be
paid in time to transmit the same to the Circuit Court not later than thirty
days from the date of any petition you might file in cout, in occordance

with Rule B-7 (c).

Enclosed is a copy of the Certificate of Notice; also invoice
covering the cast of certified copies of necessary documents,

Vefy truly youss,

Encls.

cc: Mr. Michael Kovens,
Universal Security Instruments, Inc.

e Holmen, Secretary

,me:‘.au;mmf:ME- o

e ey W 2

g

S e e e

s i B i N

UNIVERSAL SECURITY INSTRUMENTS, INC. AND SUBSTDIARIES

E CONSOLIDATED STATEMENT OF CHANGES IN FINANCIAL POSITICN IR

| Working capital provided from {used for]
Netincome (1oss) .. .vvueniniinnen vreneenrs
Add charges (deduct credit-! against
earnings not affecung w .. xing capital
Depreciation and amortization ..........
Deferred incometaxes ............c000n
Provision for estimated losses on
disposal of equipment and other
non-currentassets ........0 . 0ieiian

Book value of assets disposedof .............

Working capital provided from

(used forjoperations ...................

Proceeds from issuance of capital stock under

stock option plan (including related income

taxbenefit] ........ciiiiiiirieiier i,
Proceeds from long-term debt
Equipment to be disposed of,

estimatedvalue .........................
Acquisition of property, plant

andequipment ............cciiiiiiennnn
Payments and current maturities of

long-term obligation under capital lease
Dividends ........cvvmiiiiirriininannnnns
Change in other noa-current assets ...........

Increase (Decrease) in working capital ..........
Increase {Decrease} in working capital consisted of

---------------

Certificates of deposit and time deposits
US Treasury bills ..vvvinvriiriesrrenrnonses
Accountsreceivable ...........c0hiiiiaa.,
Refundable incnme taxes
INVentories ...vvvevirerininrirsraranrnssans
Prepaidexpenses .......cveieiiieniianiains
Inventory and equipment to be disposed

of, estimated value ..,............c0vvnass
Deferred incometaxes ........ccveevncnseans
Current maturity of long-term obligation

under capitallease ............ .0
Accountspayable ... iiiiiiiiiiiiiieiia
INCOMELAXES ... . vivvrsranrrasraacnsninse
Accrued payroll, commissions and

payrolltaxes ........ccoviiinrnnnicnunann
Accrued otherexpenses .........c-vvevannne
Dividendspayable .......civvvvvennanninan.

...................

The accompanying nates are nn integral
part of these financial staterments.

March 12,

BILLED TO:

Bernard 5. Denick,

YEARS ENDED MARCH 31

1981 1980 1979
$ 664074 | $ (267.358) | ($1,094,736)
176,691 125,490 133,939
22,336 14,155 (18,354}
— — 235466
863,101 (127,713 (743,685}
6,892 8,103 5,191
869,993 (119,520) (737,494)
58,315 — —
200,000 —_ _
— — 19,920
(348,645) (312,185) (120,626)
(36,609) (34.,444) (32,345)
- — (78,857)
(3,616) G111) | {21,629)
$ 736438 | § (475260) | $ (971,031)
$ 7183 | $ 11,062 | $ (359,797
(334,180) | (1,598,194) | 1,513,939
(293,120) 293,120 | (1,285,062)
885,205 920,785 (665,531)
(344,513) (764,543) 572,575
1,329,501 1,148926 |~ (783528)
33,044 48,608 {22,997)
(31,085) (24,567) 55 652
(12,191) (17.769) (3.557)
(3,059) 13,099) (2,712)
828 (478,373) (19,603)
(418,464) 8,816 (15,726)
(56,447) |63,78) ! 4,249
(26,264) 43,026 (37.791)
— — 78,858
$.736438 | § (475.260) | $ (971.03])

' 13

1982

Esq. and

Anthony P. Palaigos, Esq.

1800 Munsey Bldg.

7 N. Colve:s St. (21202)

Cost of certified documents filed

inCOSeNC;‘??“'S‘A....--...-..-....-.526.00

Universal Security Instruments, Inc.

SW/cor. of S. Dolfield Rd. ond New Plant Ct,

4th District

MANE CHECKS PAYABLE TO:

REMIT TO:

Baltimore County, Md.

County Bd. of Appeals

Rm. 200, Court House
Towson, Md. 21204
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BLUM, YUMKAS, MAILMAN & GUTMAN, P. A,
) 1800 MUNSEY BUILDING
7 NORTH CALVERT STREET
BALTIMGRE, MD. 21202-1384

CHARLES YUMKAS

LLOYD S. MAILMAN
EDWART J. GUTMAN
BERNARD S DENICK
FRANK £ ASTROTH

MAX § STADFELD
THOMAS A BAKER
ROCHELLE S EISENBERG
ANTHONY P. PALAIGOS

JAZOB BLUM
COUNSEL

TELEPHONE
E30-4.51
AREA CODE ac:

March 23, 1982

Mr. Elmer H. Kahline, Jr.,

Clerk

Circuit Court for Baltimore County
County Courts Building

401 Bosley Avenue

P.O. Box 6754

Towson, Maryland 21204-0754

Re: In the Matter of Universal Security Instruments, Inc.
Case No. 82-M-64, Docket No. 14, Folio No. 69

Dear Mr. Clerk:

Enclosed for docketing in the above captioned matter, please find
the Motion and Application of Petitioner, Universal Security Instruments,
Inc. to Extend Time for Transmission of Record.

Also enclosed, please find an original and copy of an Order to be
signec by the Court in connection with this matter, approving and
Ordering the request for the Lxtension of Time as contained in the
aforementioned Motion. I would very much appreciate once the Court has
signed the aforementioned Order that you true test the copy and return
to mc as soon as possible.

I would therefore very much appreciate your prompt attention to
this matter and the submissicn of the foregoing Motion and Order to the
Court for its approval.

If T canb ~ any assistance to you in connection with this matter,
please do not hes. _ate to contact me.

Very truly yours,

w
o o) § pos
< For ] x3 [
Ve 2 T
> -v!‘l‘.: i - -,"I'n
Anthony P. Palaigos b e G2
b m T
APP: dmk Lo et
encl. T om T
v 7T
oS -
cc: County Board of Appeals e ..
of Baltimore Countv i

Frederick E. Fauth

Richard Ferber, Esquire

Terry Holinsky

Frank Nicoll, .r.

John W. lessi-n, 1II, Lsquire

i, a0 b s

fariis Pttt R i

494-3180

County Loard of Apprals
Room 219, Court House
Towson, Marylanc 21204

March 12, 1982

Richard Ferber, Esq.

1100 Charles Center South
36 5. Charles St.

Balto,, Md. 21201

Re: Case No. 82-28-A

Universal Security Instruments, Inc.

Deor Mr. Ferber:

Notice is hereby given, in accordance with the Rules
of Procedure of the Court of Apnesls of Maryland, that an oppeal has

been token to the Circuit Court for Baltimore County from the decision
of the County Roord of Appeals rendered in the above matter.

Enclosed is a copy of the Certificate of Notice.

Very truly yours,

L Ht

ne Hofmen, Secre tary

Encl.

cc: Mr, Frederick Fauth
Mr. Terry Holinsky
Mr, Frank Nicoll, Jr.
J. D, Luces, K.
J. Dyer
J. Jung
N. Gerber
J. Hoswell
J. W, Hessian, Esq.
W. Hammond

e s A e Sl
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CHARLES YUMKasS
LLOYD 5 MAILMAN
EDWARD J. GUTMAN
BERNARD S DENICK
FRANK S ASTROTH

MAX S STADFELD
THOMAS A BAKER
ROCHELLE S EISENBERG
ANTHONY P RALAIGOS

JACSB BLUM

LAW OFFICES

BLUM, YUMKAS, MAILMAN & GUTMAN, P, A.
1800 MUNSEY BUILOING
7 NORTH CalLVERT STREET
BALTIMORE, YD. 21202-19864

SQUNSEL
March 15, 1982
June Holman, Secretary
County Board of Appeals
Room 219
Court House
Towson, Maryland 21204
Re: Case No: 82-23%-a7

TELEPHONT
AT g

AREA CODE 30,

Universal Security Instruments, Inc

Dear Ms.Holman:

In response to
of even date enclosed cur

$26.00 which represents payment for th
ments filed in case no. 82-28-A.

your lettgr dated March 12, 1982 and invoirce
please fing check in the amount of
e cost of certified docu-

Very truly yours,

BLUM, YUMKAS, MAILMAN & GUTMAN, P.

APP:jb
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CHARLES YUMKAS

A,
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Q
i
LAW OFFICES

BLUM, YUMKAS, MAILMAN & GUTMAN, P. A.

LLOYD S. MAILMAN

EOWARD J. GUTMAN
BERNARD § DENICK
FRANK S ASTROTH
MAX 5. STADFELD

IBOO MUNSEY BUILDING
7 NORTH CALVERTY STREET
BALTIMORE, MD. 21202- 1964

THOMAS A BAKER
ROCHELLE S. EISENBERG
ANTHONY P. PALAIGCS

JACOS BLUM

COUNSEL

March 10, 1982

HEND DELIVER

Elmer H. Kahline, Jr., ClerXk
Circuit Court for Baltimore County
Counrty Courts Building
401 Bosley Avenue
P. 0. Box 6754
Towson, Maryland 21204-0754

Re: Appeal of Ad. 'nistrative
Decision/County Board of
Appeals of Baltimore County
Case No: 82-2B-A

Dear Mr. Clerk:

Enclosed for docketing please find the Order for Appeal
accompanied with the Certificate of Compliance with Maryland
Rule B2. Also enclosed please find our check in the amount
of $65.00 which covers the cost of docketing said Order.

I would therefore very much appreciate your prompt docketing
of same and if I can be of any assistance, please do not hesitate
to contact.

Very truly yours,

BLUM, - YUMKAS, MAJILMAN & GUTMAN, P.A,

QY

7 - ™
Anthony P. Palaigos Y -
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UNIVERSAL SECURITY INSTRUMENTS, INC. AND SUBSIDIARIES

MENENY-IE NOTES TO CONSOLIDATED FINANCIAL STATEMENTS

1. SUMMARY OF SIGNITICANT ACCOUNTING POLICIES

{a) PRINCIPLES OF CONSOLIDATION - :

The consolidated financial statements include the accounts of the Company and those nf its wholly-owned
subsidiaries.

(b) ACCOUNTS RECEIVABLE —

The Company provides allowances for doubtful receivables by a charge against income in emounts equal
1o the estimated losses that will be Zncurred in collection of all receivables. The estimated losses are based
on historical collection experience and a review of the current status of the existing receivables. Customer
accounts are written off against the allowance for doubtful accounts when an account is determined to be
uncollectible.

(c) INVENTORIES -—

Inventories are stated at the lower of cost, determined by the first-in, first-out method, or market.

(d) PROPERTY, PLANT AND EQUIPMENT — o o
Property, plant and equipment are carried at cost less accumulated dcpreman_on and amortization.
Depreciation and amortization, including amortization of property under capital lease, i3 pmvlded for by
the straight-line method for financial reportiag purposes and by accelerated methods for in~ome tax
purposes, over estimated useful lives of the assets as follows:

1 T 35 years
Building improvements ........ cresaaan e e iaita s ie e aar e aaaeans 51010 years
Machinery and equipment ...... Crereeaes Cr e re st aa et 3 to0 15 years
Furnitureand fixtures .........cciierirrinernennns Chrecanaan RPN  ererraenees 5 to 15 years
Leasehold improvernents ... ... ... . i i e Sharter of term of lease

or estimated life of improvement

Additions and improvements that add materially to productive capacity or extend the life cf an asset =
capitalized. Repairs and maintenance are charged to income as incurred. Upon sale or other disposal or
depreciable assets, the related cost and accumulated depreciadon are removed from the accounts and any
gain or loss is reflected in income.

{e) INCOME TAXES — ) )

The provision for income taxes is based on elements of income and expense as reported in the consolidated
statement of operations, adjusted for permanent timing differences. Deferred income taxes relate to
expenses (principally depreciation) which are reported for financial reporting purposes in periods which
differ from those in which they are deducted for income tax purposes. _

Investment and jobs tax credits are taken into income by reductior of income tax expense in the year in
which taxes otherwise payable are reduced by the credit. o o

Under provisions of the Internal Revenue Code, Federal income taxes on one-half of the taxable inzome of

the Company’s wholly-owned DISC subsidiary is deferred as long as the subsidiary qualifies as a Domestic
International Sales Corporation and continues to m?et. certain tests prescribed by the Code.

{f} EARNINGS (LOS5S) PTR SHARE — ‘
Earnings (loss} per share of common stock have been computed by dividing the net income (loss) by the
weighted average number of shares of common stock outstanding. See Note 12 for discussion of three-for-
two stock split.
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Janvary 7, 1982

Authony P. Falaigos, Esquire
1800 Mursey Building,
7 North Colvart Street
Jaltimore, Nd. 21202

Re: Cose No, 82-28-A
Universcl Security instruments, Inc,

Cear Nr. Paloigos:

It is the practice of the Board of Appeuls to be lenlent
in the due dates of Nemoranda if there is n obvious effort to delay the
case by the late filing, Since the Memora, dum in question was
filed 'n a relatively short period after the act sl cue c.lau, we have
accapted it, and will extend this same curiesy to you if it is
nycessary for your reply.

Very truly yours,

William 1. Hackett, Chairman
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UNIVERSAL SECURITY INSTRUMENTS, INC. AND SUBSIDIARIES

EEEERMENEE NOTES TO CONSOLIDATED FINANCIAL STATEMENTS NER—
{Continued)

2. PROFERTY, PLANT AND EQUIPMENT
Froperty, plant and equipment consists of the following:

1981 1980 _
Land under capitallease ... ................ Crerararaes $ 131,044 $ 131,044
Building and improvements under capita lease ........ ‘o 773,956 773,956
Machinery and equipment .........ovveeerrennnnnnnenn. 750,255 512,577
Furniture and fixtures ............... s as e eae i 160,990 106,082
Leasehold improvements ............. P, 241,783 203,801
2,058,028 1,727,460
Less accumulated depreciation and
amortization (including amortization
of building and improvem :nts under
capital lease of $106,356 and $76,675 ...... Ceereiena 468,219 300,713
$1,589,B09 $1426,747

The Company’s principal production, warehousing and office f. acility is occupied under a capital lease
described in Note 4.

3. LONG-TERM DEBT

The Company entered into a Credit Agreement on March 27, 1981 with two banks providing for a revolving
line of credit up to $3,000,000 until March 31, 1984, The loans mature beginning April 1, 1984 and are
payablein twelve even consecutive quarterly installments beginning July 1, 1984. The agreerient provides
for interest calculated on the basis of one of three methods at the Company’s option, one of which is the
prime rate through March 31, 1983, the prime rate plus one-quarter of one percent per annum from April

1, 1983 to March 31, 1984, and the prime rate plus one-half of one percent per annum from April 1, 1984 to

March 21,1087 Additionalu the aotmoment st Ao o Foralea Lo e o

= naily, the agreement provides for the paymeni of a fee of one-half of one perceni per
ennum on the unused portion of the commitment.

At March 31, 1981, the outstanding balance of the loan was $200,000.

In addition to covenants and provisions customary for loans of this nature, the Credit Agreement restricts
(i) the incurrence of additional Liability for borrowed funds without the prior written consent of the banks,
(i) the payment of dividends or other distributions to shareholders during any fiscal year to an amount
equal to fifty percent of the Company's consolidated net income for its immediate pror fiscal year, and
(iii) capital expenditures (including capital leases) to $400,000 in any fiscal year. Notwithstanding these

~ covenants, the Company may incur debt in an amount not to exceed $2,000,000 for the acquisition of a
new manufacturing plant proposed to be constructed in 1982.

The Company must also {i) maintain a ratio of current assets to current liabilities of not less than 3.0 to 1
to Marci 31, 1982, 2.5 to 1 from April 1, 1982 to March 31, 1983, 2.25 to 1 from April 1, 1983 and thereafter,
(i) maintain working capital, as de/ined in the agreement, of ot less than $5,000,000 to March 31, 1982,
$8,000,000 fromm April 1, 1982 to March 31, 1983, $11,000,000 from April 1, 1983 to March 31, 1984, and
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10/22/81 - Notified the fallowing of hearing set for Tuesday, Dec. 15, 1981, at 11 ¢ m.:

Bernard Denick, Esq. J. Dyer
Universal Sec. Instruments, Inc. J. Jing
Fred. Fauth Y. hammond
Richard Ferber, Esq. N. Gerber
Terry Holinsky J. Hoswell
Frank Nicoll, Jr. J. Hessian

James Lucas, Jr.
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CHARLES YUIMWAS
L.OYD 5 MAILMAN
EDWARD U GUTMAN
BERNARD § NIrNICK -
FRAMNK S ASTROTH
MAX S STADFELD
THOMAS A BAKER

494-3180

Connty Moard of Apprals
Room 219, Court House
Towson, Maryland 21204

February 2*, 1982

Mr. Frederick E, Fauth, President

American Bottlers Equipment Co., Inc.

30 Gwynns Mill Ct,

Owings Mills, Md, 21117

Re: Case No, 82-28-A
Universal Security Instru-
ments, Inc,

Dear Mr. Fauth:

Enclosed herewith is a copy of the Opinion and Order
pas~d today by the County Board of Appeals in the above entitled case.

Very truly yours,

L A

~Jyhe Holmen, Sccretary

Encl.
ce: Bernard Denick, Esq. and

Antheny P. Palaigns, Esq.
Universal Security Instruments, Inc.
Richard Ferber, Esq.

Mr, Terry Holinsky

Mr. Frank Nicoll, &.

Me. Jomes Lucas, Jr.

4. E. Dyer

W. hammond

J. Jung

N. Gerber

J. Hoswell

J. W, Hessian, Esq.
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Law OFFICES

BLUM, YUMKAS, MAILMAN & GUTMAN, ». A,
1800 MUNEEY BUILDING
7 NORTH CALVERT STREET
BALTIMORE, MD. -1202-1964

ROCHELLE S. EISENBERG
ANTHONY P PALAIGDS

'ACTEHE BLUM
COUNSEL

December 30, 1981

County Board of Appeals 3 :z’;— %"

Room 219 AR B

Court House T
Towson, Maryland 21204 oo
Attention: Mrs. Cisenstad | STl R e
wia B I

Re: Case No. 82-28-A © - i

My Client: Uni 1 i SR

.  Unlversal Security Instruments, Inc. N

Subject: Time for Filing by the People's Counsel

Its Legal Memorandum

Dear Mrs. Eisenstad:

I am specifically Fequesiiiy thal you enclose i i
tbe aforement%oned case number 82—28-A‘£y objectionlzotigergggig';n
either accepting the People's Counsel's legal memorandum oeyond the
date which was given to them at the hearing for its filing which
was December ?8, 1981, or the Board's granting to the People's Coun-
sel an extension of time for the filing of said legal memorandum.

This objection was precipitated by a telephone call r i
my gfflce on December 23, 1981 from Pe{er Zimmzrman, Esquiigflzﬁgiﬁy
cating that he will need additional time to prepare and submit his
legal memorandum in the aforementioned case. My objection to either
the acceptance or the extension of time is based on my client's

desire to conclude the matters pending bef
fomenss! P g betore the County Board of

. It is our pqsition that we have satisfied our burden in estab-
lishing the_requlsite standard for the granting of our sideyard vari-
ance qnd this particular cas= does not warrant a prolonging of the
decision of.the County Board of Appeals. I would, therefore, very
much appreciate your filing in the record this matter which is to be

included as part of the record.
QY% QHQ ‘*Q/D
Anthony B./Palaigos

APP/hp

CC: Mr, Frederick Fauth
F>ter Zimmerman, Esguire
Mr. Stanlev Katz

TELEPHONE
S39- 415
ARECA CODE 301

Bt Mo ol SRl A 3420 WP
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CHARLES YUuMRAS
LLOYD S. MAILMAN
EDWARD J GLTMAN

BERNARD s DENIZH
FRANK S ASTROTH
MAX S STADFELD
THOMAS A BAKER

L K "“mekﬁ&&\“ﬁw:ﬁf&muﬁ\zk@mﬁﬁd Qéu._h‘x-'m""w»ﬂ.ﬁc;ré-

{3 )

LAW QTFICES

BLUM, YUMKAS, MAILMAN & GUTMAN, P, a.

1800 MUNSEY BullLoINg
TELEPHONL
S39- a5
AREA CODE 3C

7 NORTH CALVERT STREET
BALTIMORE, MD. 21202-19€4

ROCHELLE 5. EISENBENG
ANTHOMY P. PALAIGOC

JACDE QLum
COUNSEL
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CHARLES YUMXAS
LLOYD S. MAILMAN
EDWARD ) GUTMAN
BERNARD § DENICK
FRANK S. ASTROTH
MAX 5. STADFELD

January 12, 1982

County Board of Appeals
Room 219 °P

Court House

Towson, Maryland 21204

Attention: Mr, William T.

Hackett,
Chairman

Re: Case No. 8§2-28-A
Universal Security Instruments, 1

nc.

Dear Mr. Hackett:-

Enclosed for docketing in the above captioned case is

rin 4

- I would very much appreciate
tne aforementioncd case and distri

to the appropriate members of the

your docketing same in
buting said Memorandum
County Beard of Appeals.

Very truly yours,

SVEUW Qe ,Qc,\g

Antheny P, Palaigos
APP:dnmk

encl,

CC: Mr. Stan Katz

Univarsal Security Instruments, Inc.

Peter Max Zimmerman, Esquire
Deputy People's Counsel

1«39
L2

(F P;'i'_l. ;4
£

Clux
By _

Law OFFICES

BLUM, YUMKAS, MAILMAN & GUTMAN, P. A.

1800 MUNSEY BUiLDING TELEPHONE
S39 - 45!
T NORTH CHLVERT STREET ABEA COCE 300

BALTIMORE, MD. 21202- 1964

THOMAS A BAKER
ROCHELLE S. EISENBERSG

ANTHONY P PALAIGCS
JACDE BLUM

COUNSEL

© g <
October 15, 1981 < o T
. e T ~ o
! - c? A
l LT f-_j L
. ™_ T =
Chairman, '. Mo
County Board of Appeoals L .
Roam 200 A C_
Courthouse = =
Towson, Maryland 21204

Re: Petition for Variance
SW/Corner of South Dolfield Roaag
and New Plant Court - 4th Clection District
Case No. 82-:28-A (Item - 227

Dear Mr. Chairman:

On September 2, 1981 an appeal was taken by Frederick E.
Fauth, President of Arerican Bottlers Equipment Co. of the
decision rendered by Jean M. H. Jung, Deputy Zoning Commissioner,
granting the variance.

I have been advised by your office that it would probably
be early winter 1982 at the earliest before this appeal could
be hea.d.

It is requested by this letter that this appeal, if at
all possible be heard as soon as possible before the early
winter of 1982. The variance request was part of an overall
expansion project by Universal which is now delayed as a result
of the appeal. This expansion project also involves the use
of Industrial Revenuc Bond financing which could also be
placed in jeopardy as a result of a delay in the appeal process.
Extreme hardship i1s now being placed on Universal as a result
of the appeal and any process which weculd allow for the speedy
resolution of the appeal would be greatly appreciated.

[f therefore, this appeal can be heard as s-~on as ponssible
it wonld be greatly appreciated.

Very truly yours,

lﬂ\

Anthony P. Palaigos Iﬁ

APP:dmk

cc: Stanley W. hatz, Vice-Fresident
Universal Security Instruments, Inc.
William E. Hammond, Zoning Commissioner
James Lucas
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UNIVERSAL SECURITY INSTRUMENTS, INC. AND SUBSIDIARIES

EAEEEEES NOTES TO CONSOLIDATED FINANCIAL STATEMENTS
{Continued}

$12,000,000 thereafter, (iii}) maint2in a ratio of liabilities to tangible net worth of not greater than 1.10 1.0,
and (iv) maintain tangible net worth of not less than $5,700,000 to March 31, 1382, $7,500,000 from April 1,
1982 to March 31, 1983, $12,000,000 from April 1, 1983 to March 31, 1984, $15,000,000 from April 1, 984 to
March 31, 1985, $18,000,000 from April 1, 1385 to March 31, 1986, and $22,000,000 from Aprii 1, 1986 to

March 31,1937

The agreement provides for the payment of a fee at the average loan interest rate on the excess of ten
percent of the average daily principal loan balance over the average daily amount of net free collected
balances maintained with the banks.

4. LEASES

The Company's principal office, production and warehousing facility is occupied under a lease agreement
with Baltimore County, Maryland. The lease, which expires in 1998, provides for annual rental payments
in an amount equal to the principal and interes: payments on a loan maue by Baltimore County to acquire
the property. The Company has guaranteed the repayment of the loan of the County. Title to the property
will pass to the Company upon full payment of aggregate rentals. The lease is being accountc 1foras a

capital lease,

The following schedule presents the future minimum lease payments required under the lease together
with the present value of the net minimum lease payments as of March 31, 1981:

Year ended March 31,

S

Total minimum lease payments

Less amount representing

interest (at 6% per annurm)
Totzl obligation under capital lease

Less current portion of

obligation under capital lease

-------

-------

--------------

..............

..............

--------------

Long-term obligation under capital iease ....... e

$ 85611
85,611
85,611
82,518
73,239

862,338
1,274,978

471,682
803,246

- 39.235

$ 764011

The capital lease contains certain covenants and conditions which include the requirement that the

Company maintain $3,000,000 of working capital

lease agreement.
Rental expense under operating leases with terms greater

than one month was $48,386, $44,223 and $30,174 for theyears | 1982 ..
ended March 31, 1981, 1980 and 1979, respectively Minimum | 1983 ..
future annual rental for operating leases of real property are | 1984 ..
as follows: 1985 ...
16
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CHARLES YUMEKAS
LLOYD S. MAILMAN
EOWAR  J. GUTMA

N

BERNARD S. DENICK
FRANK S ASTROTH

MAX S. STADFELD
ROCHELLE S. EISE

NBERG

ANTHONY P. PALAIGOS

JALOB BLUM
COUNSEL

Ms.

LAW QFFICES

...................

and $5,000,000 of tangible net worth as defined by the

Year ended March 31,

BLUM, YUMKAS, MAILMAN & GUTMAN, P A.

10 LIGHT STREET
SUITE 2900

BALTIMORE, MD, 21202

Jane Marie Junc,

Deputy Zoning Commissioner
of Baltimore County
County Office Building

Towson, Maryland

Dear Ms.

cC:

Junc:

TELEPHONE
539-418]
ARCA CODE 301}

August 10, 1981

21204
RE:; CASE NO: B82-28-A '
Petitioner: Universal Security
Instruments, Inc,

Enclosed for inclusion in the record of
zoning variance proceedings is the Memorandun of
Argument in support of the Petitioner's variance

the above-captioned
Facts and Legal
request.

Would you therefore please accept same for inclusion and
carefully review same in your deliberations.

Mr. Stanley Katz, Vice President

Very truly yours,

e 8 Qe

Anthony P. Palaigos

Univeral Security Instruments, Inc.

10324 s,
Owings Mills, Maryland

Dolfield Road

21117

John W. Hessian, 11I, Esquire

People's Counsel for Baltimore County

Room 223, Couvrt House

Towson, Maryland 21204
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UNIVERSAL SECURITY INSTRUMENTS, INC, AND SUBSIDIARIES

IR NOTES TO CONSOLIDATED FINANCIAL STATEMENTS
{Continued)

5. INCOME TAXTS

The provision (benefit) for income taxes consists of the following:

Year ended March 31,
1981 1980 1979
$390,650 {$276,336) | ($ 945,186)
72,446 {46,323) (140,954}
29,604 26,975 {12,791}
4,923 4249 {2,006}
. $497,623 ($291.435) | {$1,100,937)

Investment and jobs tax credits used to reduce taxes currently payable or to increase the refund from
carryback to prior years amounted to $48,066, $29,077 and $6,273 in 1981, 1980 and 1979, respectively.

Deferred income tax expense (benefit), resulting from differences in the tin: ‘ng of recognition of expense for

financial reporting and for tax purposes, is as follows:

Excess of depreciation for income tax purposes
over financial reporting purposes ............
Excess of provision for doubtful
accounts for tax purposes over

fluiancial reporting purposes ...iveevivene-.
Miscellaneous .......cooivieinrreriareanann-

Year ended March 31,
1981 1980 1879
$ 20457 $ 16,722 $ (17,822)
12,191 16,375 4,093
1,879 {1,873 (1,068)
$ 34527 | _$ 31224 | 5 14797)

Areconciliation of the rate of the provision (benefit) for Lncome taxes as a percent of income {loss) before tax
with the computed “expected” Federal income tax rate is as follows:

Computed “expected” tax rate {henefit}
Increase {reductions) in tax
State income tax, net of Federal
tax effect
Investment and jobs tax credits .............
Miscellaneous ........civvvnnrrrorrosranss

------------------------------

PETITION FOR VARIANCE
S.W. CORNER OF SOUTH
DOLFIELD ROAD AND
NEW PLANT COURT

(4th DISTRICT)

UNIVERSAL SECURITY
INSTRUMENTS, INC.

PETITIONER:

Year ended March 31,
1981 1980 1979
44.3% {43.6%) (47.4%)
3.9 4.0 ) (3.3 )
4.1 } {52} —_
(1.3 ) .6 5
42.8% (52.2%) (50.1%)

L 1]

Lol

Lid

BEFORE THE ZONING
COMMISSIONER OF

BALTIMORE COUNTY

CASE NO:

MEMUKANDUM OF FACTS AND LEGAL ARGUMENT

17

IN SUPPORT OF PETITIONER'S REQUEST FOR ZONING VARIANCE

Submitted bys

/7, .-
4 /ﬁ/(, ”,/;J”/J{TL i

8§2~28-A
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Bornard S%. Denick

Al QUQ

Anthony P+ Palalgos
Yumkas,

Blum,

i

Mailman & Gutman,

10 Light Street

Suite 2900
Baltimore, Maryland

539-4151

21202

Attorneys for Petitioner

P.A.
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BLUM, YUMKAS, KAILMAN & GUTMAN, F. A.

1800 MUNSEY BLULILDING

CHARLES YUMKAS

LLOYw 5. MAILMAN
cOWARD J. GUTMAN
BERMARD 3. DENICK
FRANK 5 ASTROTH

MAX S. STADFELD
THOMAS A BARKER
ROCHELLE S. £ISENBERG
ANTHONY P. PALAIGOS

JACOR BLUM
COUNSEL

7 NORTH CALVERT STREET
BALTIMORE, MD. 21202 - 1984

November 13, 1981

County Board of Appeals
Room 219, Court House

Towson, Maryland 21204
Attn: Mrs. Eilsenstad
Re: Case No. 82-28-A
Subject: Request for the Issuance
of a Subpoena Duces Tecum
Dear Mrs. Eisenstad:

Enclosed please find an original and two coples of a

AREA CODRE 201

TELERHUNE
S530- 415

Request for the Issuance of a Summons Duces Tecum to John J. Dillon,

Jr., of the Office of Planning and Zoning,

Towson, Maryland 21204, for the hearing schedule in the afore-
mentloned cas= on December 15, 1981 at 11:09 a.m.

It would be very much appreclated if you would have said

summons Duces Tecum issued to Mr. Dillon for his appearance in
accordance with the terms therein.

County Courts Buildlng,

If I can be of any further assistance to you, or supply any
additional information with respect to the request for the Summons

Duces Tecu:", please do not hesitate to communicate with me.

Very truly yours,

BLUM, YUMKAS, MAILMAN & GUTMAN, P.A.

SN

Anthony P7 Palaigos

APP/kam
Enclosures
cc: Mr. Frederick E. Fauth ——}8
John W. Hess=ian, 1II, Esqulre - 1)
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2. BACKGROUND

The Petitioner, Universal Security Instruments, Inc.,

is the fee simple owner of a tract of land containing approximately

eleven (ll) acres, and the improvements situated thereon,

the Owings Mills Industrial Park,

improvements thereon being more particularly known as 10324 S, Dolfield

Road {"the Froperty®,.

in Baltimore County, Maryland,

located in

the

The Property is used for the research, develop=~

ment, manufacture, storage and sale of highly sophisticated electronic

equipment.

the Property.

‘“he Petitioner present.y employs more than 325 persons at

The Petitioner, as part of an overall physical expansion

program,

recently submitted a petition to the Zoning Commissioner of

Baltimore County reguesting a variance from Section 255.1 {(Section

238,.,2) of the Zoning Regulations of Baltimore County.

The aforemen-

tioned regulation requires that each property maintain a sideyard of

no less than thirty feet (30').

The Petitioner has requested that the

30 foot sideyard requirement be reduced to zero feet so as to allow

for the expansion of the Petitioner's building to the east of the

existing facility to accomodate additional manufacturing lines.

£
Pz e e

In accordance with applicable rules and regulations, the

petition was progperly and timely advertised and the property posted in

the required manner.

A hearing was held July 30, 1981 before Jane Marie Junc,
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AMERICAN BOTTLERS EQUIPMENT COMPANY INC.

Aoning Comniasicuor
County Office Building
Maryland

Towson,

Pleans
zot=-back
of the required

50 GWYNNS MILL COURT OWINGS MILLS, MARYLAND 21117

September 2,

21204

Subject: , ZONING DERARTL,-

frpeal to zoning varlance granify T
Aupust 25th Lo iiniversal Socurd By .
Instrurment, Inc. case 82-27A, hearing —
of 7-30-51. '
e arrange a hearin,; Cor appeal rfrom this allowed
variance of five feet frorn hew Flunt Court in liowu

thirvy feet.,

Freddrick . Fauth
Urecidaent

arerican Bottlers Equip. Co.

FEF: m
Encl: check *H10 for $35.00 to Paltirore County, Marylosd
ags required,.
C.C., Mr. Richard Fersoer, Eng.=-Pipar & arbury
Mr.ooJohn W oilesadan (1] Beog.-Peaples Councel S3alto, County
vir. Terry Holinoky-Zaporstein, liolinsky and Strauso
r. Frank G. Nicoll Jr.-Property Investors Co.
Hr. Norman E. Gezler, Dir, Gffice ol Planring &

Hr.

Zoning

Baltinmore County
liicnc-Balio.

JAmeS County Industrial

Uevelapnent Tiv.

Deputy Zoning Commissioner for Baltimore County at which time testimony

from Stanley Katz, Petitioner's Vice President and Chief Financial

Cfficer ("Katz") and from Allen Schwartz, Petitioner's Director of

Manufacturing ("Schwartz") was presented.

In addition to the

testimony, the Petitioner introduced into evidence five (5) exhibits,

being more particularly identified as follows:

At the conclusion

A. Exhibit 1 - One photograph of
Petitioner's Manufacturing line.

B, Exhibit 2 -~ Petitioner's 1981 Annual
Report,

C. Exhibit 3 - Contract of Sale for the
purchase of 1.5 acres by the
Petitioner to the west of
Petitioner's property.

D. Exhibit 4 - Two photographs of
existing parking west of Petitioner's
building.

E. Exhibit 5 - Three photographs of the
area east of the Petitioner's
building which area is the subject of
this variance request.,

of the Petitioner's argument, and there

being no other testimony or evidence introduced, either for or against

the petition, the Deputy Commissioner suggested that a tour of the

Petitioner's manufacturing facility and the Property would assist in

her consideration of the petition.

An inspection of the complex was conducted on August 3, 1981,

attended by the Deputy Commissioner, Mrs. Hess of the Office of the

People's Counsel for Baltimore County, Jack Dillon of the Baltimore
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UNIVERSAL SECURITY INSTRUMENTS, INC. AND SUBSIDIARIES

sl NOTES T0 CONSOLIDATED FINANCIAL STATEMENTS HIEEEENCENE
(Continued)

5. INCOME TAXES (Continued)

The Internal Revenue Service has proposed adjustments for the years ended Man;:h 21,1977 and 1978 that
would result in additional income taxes of approximately $42,000. The Company intends to litigate the
findings of the Internal Revenue Service in the United States District Court or in the Court of Claims.
Management is of the opinion that the ultimate outcome will be favorable to the Company, and accordingly,
no provision has been made for additional income taxes.

6. COMMON STOCK

1972 Qualified Stock Option Plan and the 1978 Non-Qualified Stock Option
g;ie;fén;s aontt‘itgg.ggoms%?rgssof common stock wmolr;sewed at M_amh 31,1981 for issuance upon exercise
of options granted, or availabie for future grants to cert.am executives, key em-plcyees and dlrecttﬁzi 'I‘hef
qualified plan provides for the granting of opuons at prices not less than the fair market value at afpe o
the grant. The options under the qualified g'an are generally exercisable cumulatively to the_en':tent l; e
Twenty Five percent each year beginning one year after the date qf the grant. Under the pID.ISl((i)nS of the
non-qualified plan, a committee of the Board of Directors determines the option price and the dates
exercisable. All of the options under both plans expire five years from the date of the grant.

The following tables summarize the status of options at March 31, 1981, and option transactions for the two

years then ending:
. as of March 31, 1981
Statu. as of Mare Number of shares .
Qualified Plan | Non-qualified Plan
Presentlyexercisable ......c.0 v vnnnniniiannneana, 16,500 i 59—0
Exercisableinfutureyears ............coiiiiiiniaa, — A
Total outstanding ... vovuvererancnairiniraiereeiaes 16,500 :s%
Available forfuture grants .......c.ccieieiriieriioianas 74,962 .
Shares of common stock reserved . .. .. o .., 91,452 31,750
Outstanding options "
Numberofholders .........c.oiiiiiiiaiiaiit g 53 : $489
epricepershare .........oocieiiiiiaiina.n . .
ggﬁfﬁfn dﬂt;:;r e edtbdianseesesrn sy December 21,1283 | November 10, 1985
to March 10, 1985

inspection. 1In order to accomodate continuing business needs,

Petitioner has developed an overall physical expansion plan, of which
this petition is an integral part.

Sustained business growth requires that the eastern portion
of the existing facility be expanded by approximately 10,000 square
feet to accomodate two new manufacturing lines. The variance is
required to accomodate the expansion, as the proposed expansion will
have dimensions of approximately 50°¢ by 200°'.

If the request is granted, the Petitioner intends to expanJ
the western portion of the existing facility to provide much needed
space for storage, as well as for receiving and shipping product.

Katz testified that the expansion to the cast (the subject of this

Petition) could not be accomplished without expansion to the west, and

vice versa,

The eastern expansion will cause the loss of approximately 25
parking spaces., However, the westward expansion, the first step
having been the Petitioner's purchase of the 1.5 acre parcel identified
in Exhibit 3, will accomodate the 25 parking spaces while adding 187

new parking spaces,

The exterior wall of the eastern expansion is planned for the

present boundary line parallel to New Plant Court. The new construc-

tion will consist of a two story structure. with an'aesthetically

pleasing exterior facade. The shipping docks on the eastern wall of

the existing facility no longer will be used., The present landscaping
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UNIVERSAL SECURITY INSTRUMENTS, INC. AND SUBSTDIARIES

NOTES TO CONSOLIDATED FINANCIAL STATEMENTS HEEEENERE
(Continued)

6. COMMON STOCK (Continued)
Tran: ~ -tions for the Two Years Ended March 31, 1981

Quelified Plan Non-qualified Plan
Number Per share Total Number Per s_ham 'Ibt_.al
of optinn option of option option
_ shares price price shares price price
Outstanding
March 31,
1979 27,725 £2.0010 $82,607 5,000 $3.00 $15,000
$10.09
Granted 14,000 £3.00t0 36,320
$3.82
Cancelled 330, $7.29 | __ (£107) {2,500) $3.00 {2,500
Outstanding,
March 31,
1980 41,395 £2.00to0 116,520 2,600 $3.00 7,500
$10.09
Granted 11,000 $6.38t0 80,750
$8.50
Exercised (13,000) $2.00t0 (27,625) (2,500) $3.00 {7,500)
$2.75
Cancelled (17,395) $2.00t0 (63,140} — — —_
$10.09
Stock split .
{Note 12} 5500 | _ — — 5 500 —
Outstanding,
March 31,
1981 16,500 $133t0 $ 25,755 16,500 $4.25t0 $80,750
$1.75 $5.67
Capitalstock ........... _3 155
Additional paid-jn sapital:
For the year ended March 31, 1981, increases in capitgcskt.ock Options exercised ..... $34,970
and additional paid-in capital were attributable to s )
i I i il : Corporate income tax
Asued pursuznt to the stock-option plans as follows bomefit arising from N
o o exercise of stock T

..............
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will not be altered. The eastward expansiov: ' will create approximately

100 new jobs and substantially increase the tax base of the Petitioner's
property.

The westward expansion, in addition to providing for 212 new
on-site parking spaces, will permit all shipping and receiving to be
conducted in the southern or rear portion cf the western expansion of
the Petitioner's facility.

Katz further testified that the physical layout of the
existing facility will not allow for rearrangement of the tanufac-
turing lines.

Katz also testified the existing sideyard requirement for the
eastward expansion is unnecessarily burdensome to the Petitioner's use
of the Property. Expansion to the east for manufacturing use is
essential as it would be inefficient and uneconomical to construct,
equip and operate the eastward addition if the dimensions of the
proposed addition were only 20' x 200', as required unaer existing
regulations. Without the overall expansion of the facility, to the

east and to the west, the Petitioner probably would have to move to a

more suitable location.
Schwartz testified that compliance with the sideyard require-

ment for the eastward expansion would prove unnecessarily burdensome

Schwartz testified, and the

to the Petitioner's use of the Property.

inspection of the facility corroborated that the flow of the work

within the facility mandates that the manufacturing lines be expanded
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County Office of Planning and Zoning, Katz, Schwartz, Anthony P,

Palaigos and Christopher Nicholsor representing the Petitioner,

B. LEGAL STANDARD FOR VARIANCE

The Petitioner's request for a reduction in the sideyard
requirement from thirty feet (30') to zero feet (0') is defined as an

area varliance, and not a use variance. Loyola Loan Association v.

Bushman, 227 Md.

243 (1961). The Courts have consistently in such

instances held that the burden of proof required of the applicant

depends upon whether the request is for a use variance Oor an area

variance. The standard to be considered in a request for a use

variance is "hardship.” The standard to be considered in a request

for an arez variance is "practical difficalty."

Anderson v. Board of

Appeals, 22 Md. App. 28 (1974),

variance.

The Petitioner seeks an area

The Court of Appeals, in the case of McLean v. Foley, 270 Md4.

208 (197.), specifically held that Section 307 of the Baltimore County

Zoning Regulations (*' - applicable section controlling this Petition),

requires that the applicant for an area variance need only satisfy the

"practical difficulty”™ scandard of proof and not the more difficult

"unreasonable hardship®™ standard. The Court of Appeals in the McLean
case, identified the following three criteria for determining wlheiher

"practical Aifficulty” has been established:

i i e A B R 50 g bl Bk Ay el s s Sl

O

1 Whether compliance with the strict
letter of the restrictions governing
area, set backs, frontage, height, bulk
or density woula unreasonably prevent the
owner from using the property for a per-
mitted purpose or would render conformity
with such restrictions unnecessarily
burdensome.

2 Whether a grant of the variance applied
for would do substantial justice to the
applicant as well as to cther property
owners in the district, or whether a
lesser relaxation than that applied for
would give substantial relief to the owner
of the property involved and be more con-
sistent with justice to other property
owners.

3 Whether relief can be granted in such
fashion that the spirit of tne ordinance

will be observed and public safety and
welfare secured.”

C. ARGUMENT
The Petitioner, having established and satisfied the
*practical difficulty”™ standard for an area variance, should be

granted the variance as requested.

1. Criteria No. 1

Katz testified that the Petitioner is currently experiencing
rapid growth in the research, development, manufacture, production and

sale of highly sophisticated electronic equipment.

Crowded manufac-

turing lines and storage facilities were clearly evident from the

to the east and not to the west, Industry standards for assembly and

manufacturing lines similar to the Petitioner's, as an optimum,
require a width of twenty-five feet (25') per line. To install the
two new manufacturing lines and, at the same time, not disrupt the
existing flow of work, requires an additional fifty feet (S0') to the
€ast of the existing facility. No other alternative exists to accomo-
date the Petitioner.

The proposed expansions to the east and to the west of the
existing facility will afford the Petitioner a more centralized and
efficient operation, wvhile affording to its employees a safer and more
conducive place to work. Compliance with the existing sideyard

requirements for the eastward expansion is unduly burdensome.

2. Critera No., 2

The granting of the requested variance will permit substan-
tial justice for the Petitioner Ly allowing it to remain in Baltimore
County, to expand its facility and to create new jobs in Baltimore
County. Schwartz testified that the optimum industry standard width
for a manufacturing line is twenty~five feet (25') per line. There
has not been any testimony prescnted or comments offered in opposition
to the petition other than from the Office of Planning and Zoning con-
cerning the loss of 25 parking spaces and a letter from American

Bottling which had not been seen by the Petitioner or its counsel

prior to the hearing of July 30, 198l. With respect to the loss of

S e T
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the 25 parking rpaces, testimony indicated that 212 spaces will be

available on the western side of the complex. Furthermore, the
alleged criticism of American Bottling is incorrect as the requested
variance- is for the expansion to the east and not to the west bordering
the American Bottling property.

Katz and Schwartz both testified that the exterior facade of
the proposed eastward expansion will be aesthetically more pleasing
and of better qguality than the existing facility, thereby enhancing
the appearance of the entire corner. The height of the proposed addi-
tion will conform to the height of the existing faéility. There will
not be any obstruction of light or air to the adjoining property
owners if the variance is granted.

A3 an alternative to the variance requested, Schwartz
stated that substantial relief from the existing sideyard requirements
could be afforded the Petitioner if the requested variance of zero
feet (0') was relaxed to five feet (5') thereby resulting in exterior

dimensions of the proposed additicn to the east being 45°' x 100', The

comprorise to the variance requést would provide the Petitioner with
space for two new manufacturing lines with a width of 22 feet per
line, still meeting the minimum industry standards. However, any
further reduction in the width of the prorosed addition to the east
would render the expansion impossible and probably cause the

Petitioner to seek another location outside the County.
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UNIVERSAL SECURITY INSTRUMENTS, INC. AND SUBSIDIARTES

ENEEEEATZE NOTES 70 CONSOLIDATED F INANCIAL STATEMENTS DS

{Continued)

7. COMMITMENTS

On April 13, 1981 the Company agreed to purchase land ad; i ili ‘
. : yacent to its present facility and made ad i
$33,600 against a tot.z.al price of $_123,600. The agreement is subject to certain conﬁngtgncies_ In addi:igg.sﬁlgf

‘The Company has employment agreements expiring March 30, 1986 with three of i
: , of its officers.
aggregale annual remgneration under these agreements totals $305,000. In addition, t] e agreers Tﬁgnﬁ;Ed

rovide incenti i . N
Efe oy nuve compensation to two officers based on the Company’s achievement of certgm levels

8. LITIGATION

A labor union filed complaints in 1978 and 1979 with the Uni i
n: C ted States N.

and a suitin the United States District Court alleging that the Com  ong

practices in connection with the closing of certain facilities and the

onal Labor Relations Board

decision on May 12, 1981 that the Company was not liable for back-pay awards.

9. PROVISION FOR ESTIMATED LOSSES ON DISPOSAL OF ASSETS IN 1979

During the year ended March 31, 1979, management made # decision to discontinue the

manufacture of smoke detoctors resulting in a isi ' i
! ) 2 Provision for estimated 1
lnventory, equipment ana other assets in the amount of $875,965, osses on disposal of related

10. RESEARCH AND DEVELOPMENT

Research and development costs amounted to approximate]
ended March 31, 1981, 1980 and 1979, Iespecuvell)$ .

11. BUSINESS

The Company is a manufacturer and wholesaler of a vari - L :
1718 t variety of products, principally of securj
telecommunications devices and systems, for use in homes, businesses ar?d vehli)clesy. fyand

) ahr s e 1
Approxinately 28%, 32% and 33% of the Company's total sales were to a single customer in 1981, 1980 and

y $160,000, $255,000 and $212,000 for the years

1979, respectively.

12, SUBSEQUENT EVENT

2 °rs of record as of June 25, 1981 The financial
+ 1981 were adjusted to give retroactive ¢Fect t0 796,328 additional
common stock and the transfer of $7964, from additional paid-in capital to the o:moszgcsfzro?oggt. The

earnings per share and dividends per sh, d i ion i a : : :
retroactive effect w the stock split.p are data and the information in Note 6 have been adjusted to give

20

Anthony P. -Palaigos >

Blum, Yumkas, Mailman & Gutman, P.A.

10 Light Street
Suite 2900
Baltimore, Maryland
539-4151

21202

Attorneys for Petitioner

CERTIFICATE OF MAILING

I HEREBY CERTIFY that on this \O day of August, 1981, a

copy of the aforegoing Memorandum of Facts and Legal Argument in
Support of Petitioner's Request for Zoning Variance was mailed by
first class mail, postage prcpaid to John W. Hessian, III, Esquire,
Pecple’s Counsel for Baltimore County, Room 223, Court House, Towsorn,

Maryland 21204,

&m&\ KRN~

Anthony P.—Palaigos \J
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Main Hurdmar, & Cranstoun

certified public accountanig

The Board of Divectors and Shareholders
thnvmsalSanuﬁylnshumuxn&lhc

In our opinion, such financial statements present fairly the finanrial position of Universal

Security Instruments, Inc. and subsidiaries at March 31, 198
. ,Inc. and sul : » 1981 and 1980, and the results of thei
fg%a_nons na}nd t.l_:e cha_ nges in their financial position for the Years ended March 31, 1981 olgaoesllrnd
« 10 conlormity with generally accepted accounting principles applied on a consistent basis.

S i ot

Baltimore, Maryland
May 15, 1981

fEmept as to Note 12 which
is as of June 10, 1981)
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3. Criteria “o. 3 -

The granting of the variance will not result in any substantial

injury to the public health, welfare and safety of County persons

nor will such be compromised in any manner or fashion. The testimony

presented indicated that public health, welfare and safety will be

improved by the proposed expansions.

First, Katz and Schwartz both testified that the exterior
facade of the proposed addition to the east will be of better quality
and aesthetically more attractive than the facade of the existing

facility and will be constructed in compliance with the covenants of

the Painters Mill Industrial Park. The corner of New Plant Court and

Dolfield Road, to the front of the proposed expansion, will remain

landscaped as [* currently exists and subsequently will be improved
with the planting of shrubbery and dogwood trees. The overall
appearance and beauty of the facility and corner will be enhanced as a
result of the expansion.

Secund, as a result of the overall plant expansion, the
receiving and shipping ¢~ -artment will be moved from the area of New
Plant Court to the western side of the building thereby reducing truck
traffic on New Plant Court.

Third, employee parking will be centrally located to the west

of Petitioner's facility, with ingress and egress from Dclfield Rszd.

Parking by company employees on Dolfield Road and New Plant Court will

be eliminated. The proposed eastern expansion will not obstruct the
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view of motorists entering into, or eziting from, the Petitioner's
facility onto New Plant Court.

Finally, the variance will allow the proposed expansion to
both the east and west of Petitioner's facility and will improve the
riblic health and safety of not only the public, but also the
employees of the Petitioner by affording the more than 450 employees
a safer facility in which to work. The August 3, 1981 tour revealed
the crowded working conditions currently being experienced by the
Petitioner in both manufacturing and warehousing. The grant of the
variance is the key to the overall expansion of Petitioner's facility
at the present location. The overall expansion and substantial
inéreasé in employment will compliment and improve the public safety

and welfare of the citizens, thereby representing the spirit of the

zoning ordinance.

CONCLUSION

The Petitioner, having established that a practical difficulty
exists for the reasons stated above, and as presented in the form of
testimony and exhibits at the hearings of July 30 and August 3, 1981,
is entitled to the granting of the sideyard variance as requested,

Respectfully submitted,

7. Wass y
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Bérmard-S. Denick
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PETITION FOR VARIANCE
4th DISTERICT P

| ZONiING: Feiition for Variance CERTIFICATE
LOCATION: Bouthwest corner of OF UB C I
South Droltield Road and New P LI AT N
Plant Court ()
DATE & TIME: Thurzday, July 30,
1931 al 9:30 A M, o
PUBLIC HEARING: Room 106,
County Office Building, 111 W,
Chepaprake Avenus, Towsaon,

Maryland,

TOWSON, MD.,_______ duly. QL , 1981

PR

The Zoning Commissiansr of Pal.
iimore County, by sauthority of the
Zoning Act »rd Regulatjons of Bal-
timors County, wiil hold & public
hearing:

Petition for Varianee to permit .
wide yard sethack of Zero feet (0¥}
rathar then required thirty teet
[T

Th» Zouing Regulation to be ex-

] d a= foliows:
g::lét.f*\n 9851 (238.D)~Minimum side

yard setback in an 3 .1. Zone

All that parcel of land in ihe da; of ___________ Judy , 19_ ;
Fourth Disiriet of Bajtimore Coun- g llly -Sl. the first publication

THIS IS TQG CERTIFY. ihat the annexed advertisement was

published in THE JEFFERSONIAN, a weekly newspaper printed

and published in Towsun., Ba'timore Ceunty, Md., opncexyxxaach

L
F UNIVERBAL .
ssgg;g{roﬁngrmmzwrs. INC, appearing on the__Qth______day Of o ddyoe
FOR A BIDEYARD VARIANCE
FOR THE FPROPERTY: KNOWY 1961

AS 134 8. DOLYIELD ROAD T
AOCOMPANY SURVEYOR'8 PLAT
NF THE PROFPEFTY
Beginning for the same a‘t :h:vo::t

the sputhweat cormer o -
::rmuon of 'Bouth Dolfield Road /ﬂ ﬂ
Right-of-Way and New Flant Court L . / |
Right-of-Way and running thence [ _ -(P;_-a—- :;--
binding on the southwest aids of i ol gine -
aaid intersection Bouih 4B degr.een
44 munutes 31 seconds East, 26.40
feet: thence egontinuing running
and binding on the southwesterly
side of New Flant Court the fol-
lowlng three callx and distances.
South 3 desrees 5T minutes 34 sec-
onds West, 279.00 feet. thenoce by
a curve to ihe left having & radius
of B40 1eet for an are distance Of
352,64 feet and a chord of South 26
degress 39 minutos 15 seconda East
33610 feet: thence Bouth 5T degrees
18 minutes 0¢ seconds East 144.00
. feel: thence leaving said Right of
Way South 33 dexrees 44 minutes 0]
geconds West 15922 feel; thence
North 60 degrees 58 minutes 53 sec-
onds West 160.35 feet; thence by
& curve o the left having & radiua
of 1.789.44 feet for am arc distance
of 3,3.01 feet and a chord of North : #33
58 degrees 49 minutes 45 seconds ] g
1
3

THE JEFFERSONIAN,
P ry

Min ger.“

Cost of Advertisement, $____= _~__

B ol st e e

=™ Weat 36197 feet: thence North Bl oo o sor oo i e e
.| degrees 15 minuies 50 seconda East |
132.67 feet; thence North 03 degreesl
57 minutes 24 wmeconds East 41800, -
'} feet to the South side of South Dol- |-
.| tield Road Right-of-Way; thence | -
)| continuing running and binding on
{ the Bouth mide of Souih Dolfield
Road, 8outh B8 degrees 03 minutes
g 28 seconds East 179.00 feet to the
- 4 point of beginning. .
1" Contalning 4.45¢ acres, Toore or
‘| 1ess, In fee simple.
Belng the proparty of Universsi
- ] Securit; I[nstruments, ., A8
" ahown on piat plan fiied with the
;] Zomng Depariment
E Hearing Date: Thursday, July 30,
1961 at 9.7 AM,
¥
B Public Hearing: Room 108, Coun-
“ Lty Offiee Bullding, 111 W, Chema-
‘| peake Avenue, Towson, Maryland
By Order of :
WILLIAM E. HAMMOND
Zoning Commissioner of
Baltimore County

“and New Plant Ct.

.- Universal Security Instruments, Inc.
e R R

CUTSIGN

g, A

T

COMMUNITY

Office of The Carroll County Times

Westminster, Md., ......2Y Y. 2....

GO &Y

..........

THIS IS TO CERTIFY that the annexed...Baltimore..Co..,..L04 ...
(A2993)

was published for.... one (1Dyyccessive weeks previvus to tie... 2% e
Community
day of .irnn July..... 19.81.., in The Carroll County Times a datly

nosccnaner published in Westminster, Carroli County, Maryland.

~ PETITION FOR VARIANCE L. Community
. ) 4ath DISTRICT THE CARRQLL COUNTY TIMES

ZOUHNG. Pettion for Variance. ; P,
LOC ATION. Southwest corner of South Dolfield Road and Nesy . Ol s
. Piant Court, 4
DATE & TIME: Thursday, July 30, 1981 at 9:30 am.
PUBLIKC HEARING: Room 106, County Oft.-g Building, 111 W.
Chesapeake Avexiue, Towson, Marylang.
The Zoning Commissioner of Ballimore Couty, by authority
of the Zoning Act and Reguiations of Battimore County, wil
hoid a pubic hearing: '
PemkarVanafuwpermitasbdeyard seiback ol Zero
feet () rather than requirec thirty jeet (30
The Zonmg Regulation o be excepted as folows. Section || *
&l&&?)—%msédeyardwmmhanML. Zone. A}
that parcei of iand in the Fourth Distri 1Baltim300mny_

mmumm

Begmbrmmuapnnmmmmam
of the ntersection* of South Doifie' Paad Right-of-Way and
NethantComHm-d-WayMnmhgmencebindmgon.
mwmmsmdsaiaﬂersectmmmdegreesu
mikdes 31 seconds Eost, 26 40 feet. thence continuing running
mdmmqmmmsteﬁysidedﬂewﬁantcounm
lollowng thiee calls and disrances, South 3 degrees 57
mmaessdseomcswam.ocfeetwmcebyacumm
the left having & radius of 3% feet s an arc distance of
w.&mw;mummmrmasmaesw

leatt!mbyacumblnieﬂhavhgaradmur?.ne.u

leet for an arc gistance of 362.01 feet and & chord of North 58 SN
49 minutes 45 seconds West 36197 feet: thence e
rees 15 minutes 50 seconds East 13267 feet o

03 degraes 57 minutes 34 seconds East 418.00 &

Suth side of Souih Dolfield Road Right-ot-Way.

nmnmmg;ubndmg on the South side of

Ty
I
g g

]
:
53
g
g
H
:

By Order O1
WILLIAM E. RAMMOND ||
Zoning Commussioner

! Baltmore County
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MANAGEMENT'S DISCUSSION AND ANALYSIS OF
FINANCIAL CONDITION AND RESULTS OF OPERATIONS

RESULTS OF OPERATIONS
FISCAL YEARS 1980-1981

electronic and mechanical alarms and accessories increased by appro:dmately $2,871,550in 1981. Sales of
telecommunications products and ultrasonic alarms increased by $3,578,241 in 1981. Sales of all othe
products accounted for 3.86% of total sales for the year .

Net Profit-— During fiscal 1981 the Company earned a net profit of $864.D74, compz;red tolastyear'snet k.)ss
of $267,358. The increase in net profits was primarily the result of increased sales in all product categories.
Certain products have yielded profit margins which were greater than those obtained from other products
in prior fiscal years.

Gross Profit Margins — Gross profit margins as a percent of sales were 19.!% and 28.7% !or the fiscal E
years 1980 and 1381 respectively. The increase in the 1981 gross profit margin above that in 1980 re- ro
sulted primarily from the development and sale of electronic products having greater profitability in .
1981 than in 1980.

Expenses — Selling and general and edministrative expenses increased by $508,528 (23%) as compared to
fiscal 1980. This increase was due principally to expansion of the Company’s sales, marketing, advertising,
data processing and tinancial department activities associated with the effort to support the Company’s
increased sales volume. Interest expense increased to $72,098 from the $57,726 of fiscal 1980 prima  ydue
to partial utilization of the Company’s lines of bank credit in 1981 for general corporate purposes.

Interest Income -— Interest income for 1981 was $32,986 compared to $173,247 in 1980. The reduction in

interest income is primarily the result of the increased utilization of cash and short term investments in

1981 to finance the increase in inventories and accounts receivable resulting from the growth in 1981 sales

volume. The decline in interest incume resulted from a decrease in investment. The ranges of interestrates .
earned on investment were 5.25% to 14.63% and 5.0% to 15.2% for fiscal years 1581 and 1580, respectively. :

FISCAL YEARS 1979-1980 o T

Sales — For fiscal 1980, sales increased by approximately $1,413,000 {22%) above the prior year. Sales of
smoke detectors decreased from approximately $750,000 in 1979 to zero in 1980. Sales of sirens, bells, .
electronic and mechanical alarms and accessories increased by approximately $909,000 in 1980 while sales
of other products derreased by $39,000. Although sales of telephone and ultrasonic alarms began late in
the year, such products accounted for $1,355,000 or 17% of fiscal 1980 sales. ' -

Net loss — During fiscal 1980, net loss decreased by approximately $327,000 to $267,000. Provision for a
non-recurriug after-tax benefit of $506,124, which represented cstimated losses on the disposal of assets
related to discontinued products and settlement of litigation involving materials purchased for smoke
detectors, were included in the net loss for fiscal year 1979.
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{Continued)

Gross profit margins-— Gross  cofit margins as a percent of sales were 5.5% and 19.1%, respectively, for
the fiscal years 1979 and 1980. The increase in the 1980 gross profit margin above that of 1979 resulted
primarily from the withdrawal from the st oke detector market and the sale of new products with higher
profit margins. '

Expenses — Selling and general and administrative expenses increased by approximately $510,000

(30%) during fiscal 1980 as compared to fiscal 1979. This increase was due primarily to expansion of the
Company’s sale,, advertising and marketing departments in anticipation of higher sales volumes and
start-up costs associated with the development of new products. The income tax benefit generated by the
loss in fiscal 1980 was $291,435 with an effective rate of 52.2% as compared with $1,100,937 with an effective
benefit of 50.1% for fiscal 1975.

Interest income— The 5% decline in interest income resulted from a decrease in the amount of investment.
The ranges of interest rates on investment were 5.0% to 15.2% and 5.0% to 11.3% for fiscal years 1980 and
1973, respectively

FISCAL YEARS 1978-1979

Sales — For fiscal 1979, sales decreased by approximately $5,500,000 (46%) below the prior year. Decreased
sales resulted primarily from the discontinuance of the sale and manufacture of smoke detectors. This
resulted from intense corapetition in the smoke detector market which placed significant pres-

sures on profit margins making it unprofitable to continue their manufacture. Sales of smoke detectors
in fiscal 1979 aggregated approximately $745,000, or 11.6% of total sales, compared with approximately
$7.500,000, or 62.7% of total sales for fiscal 1978. During fiscal 1979, the Company did not produce any new

- products to replace the sales volume lost by its withdrawal from the smoke detector ma-ket.

Net income — During fiscal 1979, net income decreased by approxiraate'y $1,700,000 (277%) to produce a
net loss of $1,094,736. Net losses were caused primarily by the substantial decrease in volume of sales of
the Company’s products. Fixed costs were at levels in contemplation of high production volume, particu-
larly for smoke detectors, the manufacture of which was discontinued during the year. Results for the year

* included non-recurring after tax provisions of $506,124 {21¢ per sbare) for estimated losses on disposal

of assets related to discontinued products and settlement of litigation involving materials purchased for
smoke detectors.

Expenses — Selling and general and administrative expenses decreased approximately $37,000 (5%) below
that of 1978 primarily as a result of decreased sales. The significant decline in income before income taxes
produced a $1,100,837 income tax benefit in fiscal 1979 with an effective rate of 50.1% compared with a

- $463,499 income tax provision in fiscal 1978 which yielded an effective tax rate of 42.8%. The fiscal 1978

taxes were reduced by a $100,000 jobs tax credit for which the Company did not qualify in fiscal 1979. The
fiscal 1979 tax ber.efit was reduced by an investment tax credit recapture of approximately $20,000.

Gross profit margins — Gross profit margins as a percent of sales were 23.4% and 5.5%, respectively. for the

two fiscal years ended March 31,1978 and 1979, The decrease in the 1979 gross profit inargin below thatof -

1978 resulted primarily from the sules of smoke detectors at sharply reduced prices in order to avoid larger
losses at a laler date,

Interest income — The 91% increase in interest income in fiscal year 1979 over fiscal 1978 resulted from the
availability to the Company of larger amounts of investment capital at higher interest rates. The rauges of
interest rates were 5.0% to 11.3% and 4.3% to 6.5% for fiscal years 1979 and 1978, respectively.
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. ¥ ' Univena! Security lnitruments, ta .. 2, .
!i IN THE MATTER OF THE * IN TJE CIRCUIT COURT RE: PETITION FOR VARIANCE ! BEFORE Cate No. 8?-28-1 °  Universal Security Instruments, Inc. 3
PETITION OF UNIVERSAL FOK BALTIMORE COUNTY B SW corner of 5. Dolfield Rd. Case No. 82-28-A
SECURITY INSTRUMENTS, INC. * . ' ond New Plant Ct, t CCUNTY BOARD COF AFPELALS
FOR VARIANCE OF SIDEYARD CASE NO : s 4th District ’ be the Petitioner's busi s thet of menufoctaring smoll electtnnic ouemblies
] REQUIREMENT. *  DOCKET NO: by . Of i caute The Telilioners Dutinett wat PSIaCiuTing TmoTl lecTipnit amembiet, Mr. John Dillon, Planner for Baltimore County, testified for the Petitioner that he
3 SCE Univenal Secutity Intruments, the :
' UNIVER s RITY INSTRUMENTS,INC. * rw . ¢ Tiwne H irtle, 3 . I : t. i for ti - .. ee = -
_ 10325 g%THEggLF}:ELD ISQOAE NC ggcgglugLoiRggE“ggUNTY Sk Petitioner t BALTIMORE CONTY r which need litle, if any, in ploce equipment. Rather, ol that it nasded for the manu originally opposed the expansion but that on personally viewing the facility in August, 1981,
OWINGS MILLS, MARYLAND 21117 * BOARD OF APPFALS OF e A fact f the ts s simul bl ; t such os a work bench ond electrical ) .. . .1
! BALTIMORE COUNTY, | : No. 82-28-A Fi acture o 1o products is simple movable equipment such o or ch en i while accompanied by the Deputy Zoning Commissioner, he noted the impracticality of
APPELLANTS/PETITIONER * CASE NO: 82-28-A L . s . . .
‘ ; tlets, these focilit Id ly be relocated ard red d to take th : e .
g s x * % w 3 ; L N I A A e A N N R R R O ; outlers, ond these facilities could eauily be relocated and redesigned to take fhe expansion Fo expanding to the west or to the south. He therefore testified that he now saw the practical
= in o diffevent direction than that requiring a varionce, . . A
% ORDER FOR APPEAL BY UNIVERSAL SECURITY OPINION e amen e " quieind " \ difficulty of the Petitioner's proposal and no real detriment to the established Industrial Park.
| © INSTRUMENTS, INC., APPELLANT/PETITIONFR it i
ﬂ g £ This cose comes to the Board of Appeals on appeal by Frededich £. The Petitioner noted at the outiet that as port of the hearing process Post hearing memoranda were received by the Board from the People's
; ¥ : it ty Zont nissionet they had revised th ted varionce from 0" t . .
‘ /MR. CLERK: Fauth, Protestont and Presicent of American Bottlers Equipment Co., lnc., to revene o with the Deputy Zoning Comminionet they had revised the requested varionce from 0° to Counsel and by the Petitioner's attorney. The People's Counsel, after reviewing applicable
i . ' [) . » * h H H - .
1 ~ Please enter and order an appeal on behalf of the Appellant/ varionce permitted by the Deputy Zoning Commissionar 10 permit o side yovd tetbock of 5' by slightly shrinking the size of the propoied expansion. The exponsion of the plant case law ond the testimony of the Protestants, opted fo oppose the granting of the variance,
1 .
3 "Petitioner, Universal Security Instruments, Inc., by its . : How for th HH { wlocturi bly li f electroni ip- . . . cee '
| | ’ Y nts, Inc., by its attorneys, 5' Instead of the required 30, The property it zoned indwitriol. The Protestard and his v-ould ollow for the oddition of two more manfocturing assembly lines of electronic equip after initially maintaining a more neutral position at the hearing. This opposition is based |
- Bernard §. Denick, Anthony P. Palaigos and Blum, Yumkas, Mailman . ompati ; it existing interi i ildi
! ‘ ! witnesses own property in the Owings Mills Indunatrial Park os dees the Petitiones. They ment ond would be ¢ 'ible with their existing interior design of the building. Mr. on the People's Counsel's view that practical difficulty had not been demonstrated. Both
1 - and Gutman, P.A., pursuant to Maryland Rules of Frocedure B2(a) . e s . .
, ; . . . Stanley W, Katz outlined the new additions that US) has made in the Owings Mills area .
1 ;and B4, from the Order of the County Board of Appeals of Baltimore oppose the proposal to build a substantiol expantion of Univetial Secuity Imtrument plont 4 e counsel agreed McLean vs. Soley, 270 Md. 208, 310 Atlantic 2d 783 (1973), set the
E r
' . ithim recent yeors, and icularly, the Boord notes the addition of a 1-1/2 acre parcel . .
] County, passed in the above-captioned case on February 24, 1982. to the east tow ard New Plant Court which would require the sethack mentioned obove. Wi R nd ponticulorly, / pa standard for granting of area variances applicable to this case as follows:
e med Mi. Fauth is president of on industriol compony which manufactures recertly acquired by USl in the upporite direction from the requested variance, which had not "1. Whether complionce with the strict letter of the restrictions
; - 2o . . i set backs, frontage, height, bulk or density
: 2 . ] . be d t the time that the Deputy Zoni 158 made her rul t governing ared, ’ ’ ‘.
j -~ = N, machinery for making bottles and is iocated ocross the street rom the Petitioner's property, ¢n parchosed at the time tha puty Zoning Commissioner @ herruling gronting would unreasonably prevent the owner from using the P;OPET}:Y
w i om I \ . . . . . . < for a permitted purpose or would render conformity with suc
: x - - th c~ce. This =1, i ) P purp
5’ - o Mr. Fauth testified that there are no other voriances for setbochs in the entire Cwinp v voricce. This /Z ocres wan intended to relieve the congestion crecied by the restrictions unnecessarily burdensome.
e S : - , , , ! by cn=street porking in th trial Pork tai by ol
; SUeo2 Lot Q\M&M R &tho Mills Industrial Park, This is confirmed by ull other witnesses os well, M. Fouth related embleyees by onsutreet porbing in the Industrial Pork orea ond certainly appeared by all 2. Whether a grant of the variance applied for would do sub-
/ — a9 A - : < . s . . ial justice to th licant as well as to other property
: = = nthony P—Palaigos arties to be a welcome oddition to the 's plans, Th basis of th stantial Justice to The applican .
. ; wm o Blum, Yumkas, Mailman & ( tman, PA that before purchosing ony property within the Owings Mills Pard each propured land ownet partt welcome Hion 0 company & pian ¢ primary Bast € . owners in the district, or whether a !elsserl re*!axatl':on than
1800 Munsey Building ‘s . . X . . erps . . that applied for would give substantial relief to the owner
Peti ti f hardsh ty | t at appl g . N
;alfgirﬁgrgalgzi;:l itgeeglzoz knew of not only the county requirements for o 30' setbock, but olso for the deveiopers ! etitioner's request for o variance ond showing of hardship and piactical difficulty lies with of the property involved and be more consistent with justice
n
N y 539-4151 individual . for th . . the teitimony of Mr, Al Schwartz, Director of Monufucturing, who testified that the fo other property owners. ‘
R | Attorneys for Appellant/Petitioner individual requirements for the setback, He believes thot 10 ollow the vorionce would set h fash hat th N :
o . . . . . R : . i ion that the spiri ,
_ ] . i ) 1o th t Jide of th t, which : 3. Whether relief can be granted in such tas ion i
o i off a chain reaction of variances within the park which would viclate the initiol ogfeement expaniton 19 The et ¢ ¢ plont, which required the variance, was the only logical of the ordinance will be observed and public safety and wel- 5
T3 : . .y . . . . e i " '
o f; CERTIFICATE OF COMPLIANCE with the park developer os well a1 lessen the value of his own property. He wor supported direction in which un expomsion of his manufocturing focility could toke place. He noted ! fare secured.
T i I HEREBY CERTIFY, that pursuant to and in accordance with fule ) s H
r 2 F in his contention by William Be . ’ . thot the west wall supported o second floor and could not be removed with neorly the i The Board, after careful review of the testimony, concludes that the
k. -B2c of the Maryland Rules of Procedure, a copy of the above Order ' his contention by Williom Bergermaister, Pratidant of Fargermaister & Bell Plumbing and % . . es e d he Board's belief that
X ' ' Heatl ' . . e facility that the east wall could be removed to allow a larger yet fully connected manu= Petitioner's request should be denied. This decision is based upon the Board's belie
- for Appeal was hand-delivered to the County Board of Appeals of eoting, also an Industrial neighbor close to the Petitioner's property. Both Protestants |
: E . . . . . sy Ted in hi hat practical difficulty or
s es T fact l~nt, The tsid t th 'y cof s the Petitioner has failed in his burden of proof to demonstrate that p
3 Baltimore County, Room 219, Court House, Towson, Maryland 21204 on stated that they had no objection to @ new USI building or addition, but comploined that acturing plrn west siJe now contains the company's cofetaria, bothrooms, and
‘i - - - - » L] ...
i : va ! . - e . e . ' hardship would exist on an expansion of the plant in a ditferent direction not requiring a
i ‘the \b day of March, 1982. the oddition coulc bs ond should Le built in another direction. Mr. Fauth porticulorly ebcve it, offices, ond Mr. Schwartz testified that I expand in this direction wor id ° P ° /
4 ‘ . . . . . ' ision is th ent acquisition of nearby 1-1/2 acres
. . t t the f variance. The key to the Board's decision is the recent acq
m\’\g . @ (»Q(}J&\é denied thot there wos any practice! difficulty or hardship shown by the Petitioner in locating interrupt the flow of the plont, o much more serious matter than an expansion toward the east.
. Anthony P. lalaigos I : . N . to the west of the property which is planned to be used as a parking lot. A narrow strip,
B . : his plant in onother direction, since vacant property was avuilable 1o the Petitioner and
P »’5
1 ' ; Q E -
- & . Q 3 O )
Universal Security Instruments, Inc. 4, 4 " ‘
Case No. 82-28-A - ) [A : -2-
] Universal Security Instruments, Inc. . Pl
2 Case No. 82-28-A : 1 RE: PETITICIN FCR VARIANCE : BLFCRE THE COUNTY BCARD CF APPEALS
. . ‘ . . . = P ] SW comer of South Dolfield Rd, They contend . . .
which is also available for expansion to the west, prior to the acquisition of the 1-1/2 acre, 1 . 5 L ond New Plant Ct., 2ih District : OF BALTIMORE COUNTY Y end that business expansion is not such a "practical difficulty” as to warrant
PPN . oY The Board further is concerned that to gront such a vorionce wou E d4i )
was clearly not sufficient to see a reasonable expansion of the property by the Petitioner | i o i b UNIVERSAL SECURITY . Case No. §7-28-A exceecing normal setback requirements, and that adherence generally to setback requirements
) . .. . . . " . ildi buildi ithin 5' of a well used roadway ond that vehicular L INSTRUMEN 1S, INC,, Petiti . .
and still meet its obligations to the surrounding Industrial Park for off~street parking for its : g by necessity mean building o building within 4 = e TEN 'm‘:': - 's important to the oopearance, quality, and valuation of properties in an industrial park.
. - - L] - - . - ' *he :
- . . ore 3 traffi ming from the south end of the building might have difficulty safely exiting . '
employees, Mr, Schwartz, the Petitioner's Directcr of Manufacturing, testified that the rajtic coming OST-HIARING MEMORANDUM County Planner John W. Dillon, in support of the variance, agreed that the interior
vs . ‘mited sivht distance coused b;’ the bu”ding. ToUTTTTrTTTEm T - ' .
.y . . s properiy onto the street Lecause of the limited siy design proble od . er. . ]
| Petitioner planned to expand its manufacturing facilities to the west, even though the - The People’s Counsel for Baltimore County, upon review of the evidence presented i T posed @ practical difficulty. He olso noted the economic productivity of the
3 ; . : et h i sion in : -
. i ' : . . 3 The Board is quite reluctant to restrict industrial expan Petitioner and N L
i Petitioner's bathroom and cafeteria were located on that side of the building, as phase two ‘ i . - ot the variance hearing December 15, 1981, before the Baltimore County Board of Appeals, rand contribution to employment as a factor in his fuvorable consideration of the
: . . 5 i if it asonahly accommodate it within its zoning lows and regulations. - . . . ]
: ofter the proposed easterly expansion. It's further clear to the Board that US! electronic Baltimore County it it can re 4 2 i proposes the following findings: project. At the same time, drawing from his considerable experience in the zoning process,
bl ; . T . ' i ; h and tribution to the industrial development of the , '
 assemolies can readily be manufactured in any direction since the Petitioner plans exactly | The Board recognizes USl’s growth and contri n h _i. | I. SUMMARY he recognized the request to be unusuwal {not your "average variance") and was unable to
‘L : . e . . fronted wit . . .
T e . . . . . Count articularly in the Owings Mills Park area. However, when con . idant . . . ) . .
.t :' , such an expansion to the west. The question before this Board then becomes given the clecu;' ountys P Y ‘ P Compliance with existing setback rest-ictions does not unreasonably prevent fy ny similor varionce in Owings Mills or any other County iudustrial park,
: i ) “oaps . . - . | testants who the Board would normally expect to strenuously favor such varionces, ; ¥ -
1 " feasibility of expanding to the west, and having an additional 1-1/2 acres available ! Protestan ; z Petitioner's use of the property for industrial purpcses, The propcsed variance is not . STANDARDS
: 5 voos . : ici h a precedent P
: o . because presumabiy it would be in their future economic interest to set such a pr ' Lod . . B . .
further west yet to solve the parking problem, is it reasonable to ask the other property ¢ P 4 | é consistent with the interests of ather property owners in Cwings Mills Industrial Park ecause of the importance of this case, ard the need to define and understand the
; . . - . . 4 H tu % E - .
. . e e the Board gives due weight to their opinion that such a variance would detrimentally o ‘ anplication of vart ., ) .
owners of the Industrial Park to suffer the consequences of breaking the setback restrnchon.é g . and to the interest of the park generally, The intent of the law to preserve sufficient i ton ef variance law generally and the practical difficulty" standard particulaily,
| ‘ i f the Industrial Park. .t does so by ' I 3 )
. . ccer - . . affect the quality and the future attractiveness of the In : : . . it is appropriate t
The Board believes that the only practical difficulty suffered by the Petitioner with this ” Qualtty | 8 separation between industrial units would not be promoted or the public safety and Pprop o review the case law,
: sl i . . . . ! denying this Petitioner the variance requested. : The C .
E ? denial will be a restructuring of its expansion plans so that a later expansion to the west ; enying tni 2 welfare secured by the granting of this varionce. Accordingly, it should be denied. e Court of Appeals most recently had occasion to analyze area variance under
3 i ] . . ; O RDER B i : . .
t would be accomplished at an earlier date. The Board recognizes that plans and original A > Il. BACKGROUND Paltimore County Zoning Regulations 307 in Mclean v. Soley, 270 Md. 208, 310 A.2d
. . . . _ For the reasons set forth in the oforegoing Opinion, it is this _24th F 784 1973) and i
request for variance were drawn by the company in good faith based on its existing fand . P Petitioner wishes to expand its industrial plant located at the inteisection of South 283 (1973) and announced the following standard: :
| inas 1 day of February , 1982, by the County Board of Appeals, ORDERED that the variance b ‘ " Wh , : : :
: | holdings in the area. Y 4 ! ) ) : 4 i Dolfield Roed and New Plant Court in the Cwings Mills Industrial Park., The property is ) ether complionce with the strict letter of the restrictions would
: : : : '} rather than the :
, : . . . - . from Sec. 255.1 (238.2) to permit a sideyard setback of zero feet (0') rathe unreasonably prevent : ;
P i Based on this analysis, the Board finds that the Petitior. « has failed { ‘. zoned M,L, (Manufacturing, Light), and the addition, if granted, will be situated to the Y prevent use of the property for a permitted pUTpOse;
o : s : . . 5 required thirty feet (30") petitioned for, be and the same is hereby DENIED. | 2) Wheth ial fuct . . P
I to pass the test outlined in McLean vs. Soley, supra, in that the maintenance of these i | q Y N i east, within five feet of New Plant Court, in liey of the thirty feet normally required by ) ether substantial justice would be done consistent with interests of oo
- b . . i ; Any appeal from this decision must be in accordance with Rules b=1 other pro . . ) b
i : satbacks would not unreasonably prevent the owner from using the property for the purpose : Y apE Baltimore County Zoning Regulations Section 255.1 (238.2). property owners in the neighborhcod; and ;
';i 1 T x
- 3 Y - : thru B-12 of the Maryland Rules of Procedure. : 3) Wheth iri ; . : f
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3 FETITION OF UNIVERSAL SECURITY { = fL =
3 INSTRUMENTS, INC. FOR A SIDEYARD VARIANCE | 22 < o,
: FOR THE PROPERTY KNOWN AS RE: PTTITION FOR VARIANCE :  BEFORE THE ZONING COMMISSIONER - R
~ 10324 S. DOLFIELD ROAD TO ACCOMPANY SW corner of South Dolfield Rd. . - = L
i SURVEYOR'S PLAT OF THE PROPERTY and New Plant Ct,, 4th District  : OF BALTIMORE COUNTY | . ¥
3 . ro» T o
- ) ; g_’., =
; BEGINNING for the same at a point on the su.thwest corner UNWER&A'L_SECURITY INSTRUMENTS  Case No, 82-28-A ’ =5
3 INC,, Petitioner I THE MATTER OF THE PETITION : THE CIP
E of the intersection of South Dolfield Road Right-of-Way and New s OF UNIVZRSAL SECURITY INSTRUMENTS, CUIT COLURT
5 . b N 3 ; INC. FOR VARIANCEZ OF SIDEYARD .
; Plant Court Right-of-Way and running thence binding on the scuthwes ORDER TO ENTER APPFARANCE P RBRHRE&NT FoR ?“3reﬂrtgtuﬂa:wre1omtﬁorsrrvuﬁn;anduarammmin;cﬁ Yaw waterials
: : Bt : © accomnodate the essencial growch of the manuf ; L EEELALS,
. R . : 3 E - . : : +qoms = =l anulacturing operat igtino
j side of said intersection South 48 degrees 44 minutes 31 seconds Mr, Commissioner: ? - :! ;?\:EVERSHL SECURITY INSTR’JB-EE‘NTS_, in the bul‘ldlng. (Record, page 34, lires 13 *o 20.) i 1on existing
3 .. . P s e : BALTIMORE COUNTY S e
.40 feet:; thence continuing running and binding on the . . . . ) A llant T Mr. Schwartz testif e e - .
East, 26.4 ' Py suant to the authority contained in Section 524,1 of the Baltimore County ppetian the west would providels;:Seogc;*tiiii::&“Zhlza;cf):t;g:t fl{ture Srpaneion to
southwesterly side of New Plant Court the following three calls and s o recreation rooms to the secohd £loor e the additiona’ h?Cker Yooms and
3 Churter, | hereby enter my appearance in this proceeding. You are requested to notify . CASE NO. 82 M 54 th2 downstairs of the building availabla for 1 ght m;nzflc}: would render
4 distarces, South 3 degrees 57 minutes 34 seconds West, 229.00 feet; ANZRICAN BOTTLERS EQUIPMENT 0., ; =gt acturing. (Resor3,

paga 35, lines 5 and 12 to 16.)

me of any hearing date or dates which may be now or hereafter designated therefore, InC, and

: : 2 n : Docket 14 .
thence by a curve to the left having a radius of 330 feet for a ¢ osims in thr. Fa‘;th' president of American Bottlers, testified that he has beor
. . . . . . ZOPLES CQOUNSETL FOR BI . e manufacrturing business £ - ee3
arc distance of 352.64 feet and a chord of South 26 degrees 39 and of the passage of any preliminary or final Order in connection therewith, CoUNTY : ALTIMORE : insides of builgingg o suitsmaiicigtiiﬁ:'piga that he knows one can rearranse
. Page 69 . L s cesses, particularly manufacturi
Appellees . of this type, which have assembly lines of no machinery s
. . : . ¥ whatsoe
minutes 13 seconds East 336.10 feet; thence South 57 degrees 16 ” X ( nothing but tables, banches and chairs. (Record, page 101, 1inZ:ré :gdlir)e
: TN S / ' . *\\ & . N I N )
A . . » > f .-__/r - ! Z ~— ) — - b - - - - - * b4 ’ : 1 s H I : H H : . . . A . ]
3 minutes 00 seconds Easw_,feet, thence leaving said Right o Sleden o /ﬂ/y/ ANANAA A o i Ao (71 A AT A ST P abilizheoioa;:'tr'l 1L opinion said that the key to its decision is the avail-
| Way South 32 degrees-- 44 minutes 00 seconds West 189.22 feet; thence Peter Max Zimmerman Joﬁﬂ W. Hessian, Il SIATEMENT OF COURT alternztivea ;h:ogsist?;d IEthhe the 2 making'expansion to the west a feasible
Y : Deputy People's Counsel People's Counsel for Baltimore County This appeal is from th isi . expanding to the west wa; wh O;e the Board, given the clear feasibility of
North 60 degrees 56 minutes 52 seconds West 160.38 feet; thence by Rm. 223, Court House - © decision of the County Board of Appeals passed " : C e o L0 I8 reasonable to ask the other property

on Itoruary 24, 1982 denying a sideyard setback variance requested by

Urniversal Security Instruments In own
. €. The property er, Univers i
Irnstruments, Inc., appealed to this court. ’ =t Security

owners of the industrial park to suffer the consequences
back restriction, if expansion to the east is allowed

that the Petitioner would not be un .
if the east setback restr
unnecessarily burdensome,

Towson, Maryland 21204
494-2188

of breekxing the set-
The Board concludad
_not reasonably prevented from using its propers:
lction be maintained nor would the restriction be‘U‘--
since Petitioner has plans to ewpand to the w

a curve to the left having a radius of 7.789.44 feet for nn arc

ertit A

distance of 362.01 feet and a chord of North 58 degrees 49 minutes

| HEREBY CERTIFY that on this 17th day of July, 1981, a copy of the aforegaing was held sub cuncs. mp; OFal avguments of counsel were heard and the ratter
Sub curia. The pleadings have been read and ¢ i i
. . onsidered, i
copies of proceedings before the Zoning Cormig S oo le oo

. ssioner and Board of
Baltimore County were read and considered. hppeals of

est,
45 seconds West 361.97 feet; thence North 31 degrees 15 minutes 50

. . . . . . Th sder 7 3 . .
Crder was mailed to Bernard 5. Denick, Esquire, Suite 2900, 10 Light Street, Baltimore, © Svoeence was fairly debatable on the issue of whether strict com-

Pliance with the zoning regulations would resuit in practical difficulty or

seconds East 132.67 feet; thence North 03 degrees 57 minutes 34 unreasonable hardship to the ovmer of

Maryland 21202, Attorney for Petitioner, the factory.

Memorandum in support of appeal by Univers
and pemorandum in Opposition to appeal by Ameri
Irne, and memorandum of
considered

seconds East 418.00 feet to the South side of South Dolfield R. xd al Security Instruments, Inc.

can Bottlers Equipment Co.,
Peoples Counsel for Baltimore County were read and
+ as well as the reply memorandum of Universal Security,

The.ls%ue is fairly debatable and hence the decision of the Board must
be su?taln?q: Sembly v. County Bd. of Enpeals, 259 Md. 177 at 184 In i
Cour? ? opl?lon, the Board accordingly was not arbitrary, unreason;ble 0 e
Ccapriclous in reaching ics decision. McLean v. Soley, 270 Md, 2oé at 21f

4
E
3

Right-of-Way; thence continuing running and binding on the South

( - '
AR T

John W, Hessian, Il

side of South Dolfield Road, South 86 degrees 02 minutes 26 seconds

OPINTON : ;

This Court is not inclined to substi
A Boaxd. This Court believes it would be i
stances ar disclosed by the evide.

East 179.00 feet to the point of beginning. tute its judgment for that of the

mproper to do so under the circum-
we hefore the Board.

. ?he location plat, Petitioner's Exhibit 1
existing warehouse manufacturing building is a
to expand the building on either the east
hew assembly lines.

+ Shows clearly that the
butted by land making it possible
exly or westerlv sides, to accommodate

CONTAINING 4.450 acres, more or less, in fee simple.

Accordingly, the order appealed from should be affirmed.

Mr, Dillon, klanner II with the Baltimor

, @ County Office of Dlammimg = CRDER
Zoning, was of the oupinion, bas i i i - Fianaing aad
; ‘ ’ ed on his physical inspection of the i
i . . e j 2 remises WHEREU20N i i i i :
: Enizua‘p?aCFlcal difficulty would exist for the owner to expand itsp. - da oiqgitU:gV 1t113 by the Circuit Court for Baltimore County, on this 15th
3 fv ring lines to ?n area other than the eastward portion of the building re smher, 1982,
i (Record, page 77, line 5, page 85, lines 10 to 18.) ) . o
: 2 ORDERED that the decision of the County Boaxd of Appeals, in its Case
: Mr, Schwartz, Director of M : . . =82-28-7, passed on Februa 24, 1932 . Al ’ .
k! Inc., testifio tf S Manufacturing oE.Unlversal Security Inscruments, Security Instruments, Inc r¥ N denyl?g the Petlt%on of Universal
4 on 6'59 1: L?O nat the expansion to the eask is absolutely needed (Pecord situate on the Sy cc; I -f or variance of sideyard requirement for a propert-
E ze 5¢ ine 20, i : - . T : ’ e = nex . i ! i Ton
: The Eﬁ": ! ) He said the only feasible way financially to expand is on District, be and it o _S Do%fleld Road and New Plant Court, in the <zh
i e east side. ({Record, page 60, line 8.) ’ e 1t hereby is affirmed; and further
: ; . 3 . .O? %he other hand, Mr. Stanley Katz, Vice President of the company OFDERZD that the Appellant pay the open crurt costs.
o4 ’ testified chat they v plan to expand to the west of the buildime Lo i .
4 additional room fur manufacturing and warehousing space and llng, to provide /47//,. .
) ; an i . S
] 1y mie maesa on L P brmandine W ablol I,
S THE PETITION OF i s =2 ¢ L
é UNIVERSAL SECURITY o CIRCUIT COURT Similarly, in the paihl, case, the Tourt of Appeals In COPIES ETENT T0-: v AN
3 INSTRUMENTS, INC. FOR — Bernard 5. Lenick, Erguire
: VARIANCE OF SIDEYARD * FOR reversing the decision of the County Board of Appeals which granted Jonn P. Machen, Zsgnire
: REQUIREMENT John W. Hescian, IIT, Esugire
* BALTIMORE COUNTY

the variance, did so not because increased profitability or making Eujene Cread, =smuire

UNIVERSAL SECURITY INSTRUMENTS,

TR “Bgiratons < s
A ey

. ) The applicable criteria however is not limi b i —2-
INC. * AT LAW the property more profitable was not a legal basis for the granting PP mited to the above yuoted . o
10324 s. Dolfield Road . . L. . .
. _ assage, but rather continue: in the 4 "
Cwings Mills, Maryland 21117 * Docket: ég of a variance but rather the evidence tended to show or lead a P i nu @ disjunctive by saying, "or éaa
Folio: - ] . -
T 3 . . : whether a lesser rel: i i
Appellant/Petitioner * Case No: 82-M-64 3 reasonable man to believe that the granting of the variance would S r relaxation than that applied for would give CERTIFICATE OF SERVICE
; . ' , . . . substantial relief to the ow i
e have an aesthetic detriment to the surrounding residential - ¢ owner cf the property involved and be I HEREBY CERTIFY, that on this 18th day of Lo82
- . . . . ’ une a
neighborhood 2 more counsistent with justice to other property owners." Mclean v. ’ !
REPLY MEMORANDUM OF . g.; ; coler. suora T copy of the foregoing Reply Memorandum was mailed by first class
UNIVERSAL SECURITY INSTRUMENTS, INC. & There is nothing in the record that would support the finding : 3 —r pra. mail, postage prepaid, to the County Board of A 1 £
sl ' . - . . . X f ’ ‘ rd of Appeals of Baltimore
Now comes your Petitioncr, Universal Security Instruments, Inc. - that Universal's basis for seeking the subject variance was to As the record indicates the original application for variance

' _ County, Room 219, Court House, Towson, !Maryland 21204; John P.
("Universal"), by its attorneys, Bernard S. Denick, Anthony P. increase the profitability of its prcperty. In fact the Board, in submitted by Universal was for a zero (-0-) sztback rather than a
Y p Y precperty

Wbasina e

Machen, Esquire, Piper & Marbury, 1100 Charles Center South, 36
Palaigos and Blum, Yumkas, Mailman & Gutman, P.A., pursuant to

PECRIVEN: SIS S VR

, . . . o five ot s . S i s
its Opinion and Order, recited that its basis for denying the L ve (5) fo etback. The request was relaxed, because ail that

South Charles Street, Baltimore, Maryland 21201, attorney for

Maryland Rules of Procedure Bl2 and respectfully submits tc this was really needed by Universal was the five (5} foot setback. With

variance was not due to increased profitability, but rather that

American Bottlers Equipment Company, Inc.: John W, Hessian, III,

Honorable Court its Reply Memorandum. the five (5) foot buffer between the proposed building expansion

Universal could expand its s bject manufacturing to the west on

Esquire, People's Counsel for Baltimore County, and Peter Max

the 1-1/2 acre parcel, and that allowing the variance would create and the street, the Planning Department's original objections to

INCREASED PRGFITABILITY

Zimmeyrman, Esquire, Deputy People's Counsel, Room 223, Court

1 i the vari = ai weic sdib.sfi . .
a safety hazard, neither of which were supported by any evidence variance proposai weic sdt.sfied and thus it can be inferred

The Appellee/Respondent, Anerican Bottlers Equipment Company, House, Towson, Maryland 21204; Mr. Terry Holinsky, Saperstein,

N . that the variance i i ' i
whatsoever in the record. Even if it can be inferred from the could be granted without doing cubstantial

e i i

Inc. ("AMBEC"), in its Menorandum cites to this Court thet Holinsky and Strauss, 19 Walker Avenue, Pikesville, Maryland

. £ injustice to oth .
evidence that Universal's request for the variance, although not P Justice t er property owners
B

. . . . 212 : - !
"increased profitability"” is not a sufficient ground to justify 08; Frank Nicoll,

Jr., Property Investors Co., 100 Music Fair

=

Anthdny P, Palaigos
Attorney for Appellant/Petitioner

. . . . T Finall the testi i indi
. admitted to by Universal, is based on financial hardship or an S nally. e testimony of John Dillon clearly indicates that Road, Ovings Mills, Maryland 2111
the granting of an area variance. In support thereof, AMBEC cites : ’ ' yYlan 7.

. the proposed i i . iri
opportunity to get an increased return from the property, the Court proposed variance could be granted in the spirit of the

among others Easter v. Mayor of Baltimore, 195 M4 395, 73 A.24

of Appeals of Maryland, after reciting the Baster v. Mayor of e

ordinance (T.77, 89, 90) and that the public safety and welfare

491 (1949) and Daihl v. County Board of Appeals, 258 Md 157, 265

could be secured (T.77). In fact, there would be benefits that

e’ T s S T S e S e

Baltimore, case, stated in Marino v. City of Baltimore, 215 M4

A.2d 227 (1570). P : . X )
206, 137 A.2d 198 (1957) that financial advantage, although not £ could be derived from the granting of the variance, as opined by
In the Easter case, although the Court of Appeals stated that ‘ :

| oo Mr. Di , iminat i - ' i T
controlling, is not entirely irrelevant. As a result, the out of 5 r. Dillon, namely, the elimination of on-streel parking (T.78)

Fra

making the property more profitable is not a sufficient ground to

state decisions cited by Universal in its previously filed A and the benefits to the community by keeping such a facility as
justify a variance, the need to increase profits was nnt the fact -

. _ Memorandum are applicable concerning the need to expand one's fﬂff Petitioners which employs several hundred persons in active
relied upon by the applicant in support-ef itc variance application, i
-~

business and stay competitive as a legitimate factor in establishing production (T.83).

nor was it the basis for denying the request. The applicant relied

. e & Respectfully submitted
: ractical difficulty. L '
: on the fact that the adjoining lot currently enjoyed an exception j P Y ?f';
: : B x
: similar to the one requested. The applicant's request although 3 McLEAN v. SOLEY CRITERIA i Bexndrd S. Derick E
o g 3 i : - ~
P ELT S
ranted by the Board was reversed by the Court of Appeals because = . { i i to P kﬁ \ i PO = s
g Y Y P %f‘ AMBEC further contends, inceorrectly, that Universal failed ?._; Anthony P Palaigos % 23 N > °:f
the existence o. an exception on one lot does not justify the B satisfy the second and third criteria set forth in McLean v. Soley, : Blum, Yumkas, Mailman P e '3;
Ey i 3 P ’ ? 1. :-Ej = ]
exception being granted to another lot. The aforerazntion2d state- %E 270 Md 208, 309 A.2d 754 (1973). ; : 1803 SEEZ:;'Biiﬁéing : ; SE o= R
ment by the Court of Appeals concerning increasing profits was o - : : blish tha - 7 North Calvert Street P IO OGL
y PP g g~ . First, AMBEC argues that Universal failed to establish that } : Baltimore, Maryland 21202 ; = T © -
. - . . . S - i - @
thus dicta. Pl the granting of the variance "would do substantial jistice to the : : (301) 539-4151 P =
B : i ; i
applicant as well as to other property owners in the district . . .". § :
S :
_3_
= - 2 - :
- 3 -
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RE: PETITION FOR VARIANCE IN THE C'2CUIT CCL"2
SW corner of 5. Dolfield Rd,
and New Plant Ct,

4th District

FOR BALTIMORE COUNTY

s

AT LAW

Universal Security Instruments,

inc,, Fetitioner-Appellant Mise. File No, 82-M-44

1]

Zoning File No, 82-28-A

MEMORANDUM OF PEQPLE'S COUNSEL b

In support of its Answer to the Petition on Appeal, People's Counsel
for Bultimore County attaches the Memorandum filed with the Board of Appeals.
fFor the reasons therein stated, the decision of the Board not only was supported
by substantial evidence, but also was appropriate. Since the decision of the Board

was neither arbitrary nor capricious, the Circuit Court should affirm,

- —

ﬁ/’;".'" {."i. ?{26‘;({;- r:{

o John W, tessian, 1l

T People's Counsel for Baltimore County
i toen

= <]

Lt Ly IS

ty et ‘ )
s fro s

ed T i~ - jf .

LT /A,-\,_r , /;« "lﬁ S D

e Dl

= & Peter Max Zinimerman
=3 & Deputy People's Counsel

Rm. 223, Court House
Towson, Maryland 21204
494-2188

| HEREBY CERTIFY that on this __Qday of June, 1982, a copy of the
foregoing Memorandum of People's Counsel was mailed to Anthony P, Palaigos, Esquire,
Blum, Yumkas, Mailman & Gutman, P.A,, 1800 Munsey Building, 7 North Calvert
Street, Baltimore, Maryland 21202; and John P. }Machen, Esquire, Piper & Marbury,

1100 Charles Center South, 36 South Charles Street, Baltimore, Maryland 21201,

j- -
[7 e

o
R e
f’;.' PR

ra

Peter Max Zimmerman

-4~

2) The evidence indicated that, by providing greater side yord setbacks than
required, the design would compensate for any light and air lostby the additional height,
3) There was no evidence that the building would be unsuitable to the Towson
business section; the parking design, moreover, was in accord with a "core® parking plan.
| The variance wus affirmed, on the ground that the evidence as to "practical difficulty®
was fairly debatable,
The Court of Appeals then brought its experience with areo variances to bear in the

Mclean case, supra, wherein the standard was outlined and articulated categorically for the Ffirst

time. tn that case, involving the Baltimore County side yard window setback regulations, the
Petitioner underlined that in the absence of the variance, he could utilize the property to its
maximurmr residential density only by destroying certain trees, The neighboring Protestant
complained of invasion of his yard privacy.

In applying the standard (Page 3 , supra), the Court of Appeals underlined the benefit
o the land and the public of preserving the trees. It acknowledged that Petitioner was charged
vi-ith knowledge of the sideyard requirements when he purchased the property, but this rule was
said to have "less significance” in areo than use variance cases. Finally, conceding that case

was “close, " the Court found there was sufficient evidence of "practical difficulty” to make

the favorable finding of the County Board of Appeals fairly debatable.

Considering all of the abave, we find no set or mechanical formula fo- deciding area varianc

cases. Some further definition of the criteria may, however, be stated. The line drawn between
“convenience” and "practical difficulty” depends on some unique quality of the land, such os’
subsurfaze water conditions or location of trees, The specific benefit of the proposal to the
existing neighborhood may involve such matters as consistency with o core parking plan or
preservation of the ecolagy. In aiddition, the compliance of the proposal with the intent of

the regulations may take into accouat actual effect on light and wir, dersity, and other land

use ocbiectives,

The Maryland standard en urea variances appears to conform with the prevailing law

Aoreview of Anderson, American Llaw of Zoning, Sections 13.45-18.56, suggests that

e, LR R
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RE \
BEF ORE THE COUNTY BOAKD or APP[AL’S

PETITION FOR VARIANCE
SW corner of South Dolfield Rd,
and New Plant Ct,, 4th District

-

OF BALTIMORE COUNTY

UNIVERSAL SECURITY
INSTRUMENTS, INC., Petitioner

Case No, 82-23-A

POST-HFARING MEMORANDUM

The People* alti i
ople's Counsel for Bultimore County, upon review of the evidence presented

at the variance hearing December 15, 1981, before the Baltimore County Board of Appeoaly
+

propoze the following findings:

l. SUMMARY

Co.nplia:.ce with existing setback restrictions does not vnreasonably preveat

o, . .
Petitioner's use of the property for industrial purpases. The proposed variance iy nol

consistent with the interests of other property owners in Owings Mills Industrial Purk

and to the interest of the park generally. The intent of the law 1o preserve sufficient

separation between industrial units would not be promoted or the public safety and

welfare secured by the granting of this variance. Accordingly, it should be denied

. BACKGROUND

Petitioner wishes to expand i1s industrial plant located at the intesection of Soyuth

Dolfield Ruad and New Plant Court in the Owings

Mills industiial Park, The property s

zoned M, 1L, (Manufacturing, Light}, and the addition, if granted, will be situated to the

east, within five feet of New Plant Court, in lieu of the thirty feet nurmally required by

Baltimore County Zoning Regulations Section 255.1 (233.2).

The reason given for the request is the growth in business of the Petitioner, which

was anticipated ot the time that use of the existing premises commenced in 1977 « Petitioner

further states that the interior design and configuration of jis

or economicully more diffjcult to expand to the opposite side, It was adnitted that if the

variance is not grante: it ind i ; i
granted, the Petitioner would find it neceisary to mahe a husiners dacision

relaiing to any more costly addition or provision of facitities at another 1~cation

The variance, if granted, wauld be the fjrs

t of its nature in Owings Mills Intu.tiial

Park, and pu >
r, ond huo gthar occupants of the nark appzored to protest the seftinag of such 0 recadant
- '] ! " .

-5-

"practical difficulty” may not be based on the permiission of a moie profitalle u.e, o jirrsonal

inconvenience, and are not generally designed to temedy builder's errors or sell-created

hardships,

A recent dacision of the Supreme Court of Delavore is instiuctive.  In Vessalls v, fenn

LA AT A
15 ¥ AR
e “

factory facilities make §¢ praclically

163
Rose Civic Ass'n, 429 A.2dADel, 1981), the Petitioner sought to convert his single fami ly

dwelling to apartment use. The record showed that Petitioner had con.tructed a second Hoor
addition for the se of parents, but tf t upon their moving out, the building wos larger thwun
needed for the immediate family. The conversion necessitated reliefl from varjous orea

restrictions, Applying a test similar to that in Mclean, the Court found that “the problem is

a personal one and is not a problem inherent in the 1and itself o- in *h= ===l cation of the Toning

hal ol o

regulctions to the land." 429 A,2d, ot 172, Moreover, the hardship wos * laiqely self-impased, ®

Accordingly, the varionce was properly denied,
REVIEW OF THE US§ VARIANCE

A A —— v ——— i

In the commercial context, the present reque:t potsesses all of thure qualities which
.
indicats that deaial is appropriate.

The problem of facility expansion to mezt grawing volume s pesonal 1o the businew,
It is ossociated with the desire to increa:e profits, and hos no relation t3 the 1114, furthere
more, the company undertook its opzrations in the existing focility with knowledz=2 of the
restrictions, In failing to foresee the dramatic rise in bu.iness, USi cieuted its own problem,
alb-it one associated with prosperity.,

At the same time, there is no perceptible benefit 10 the puslic, Such benefit oy there
is, inzreased production und enployment, is periannl to the Susine s oad the work Force
genarally, but has no invelvement with the immadia*e nrighbohaad, Thrie v no 'ard e
plan o ecological objectiva #5 Lo advarz-d, At the .1me fime, the it gd invear U the
regulaiion: is jeonardized. This vacianca, if granted, stands 21 9 precedsa for the devel W=
ment of industrial parks with substan fard s2tba:k;, to the aatenio! dutriimen® of tha ¢y

use of the {)L“lnk.
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QE .1 I, RELEVANT FACTS | Proparty of USI (T.114). Subsequent to attendance at the hearing, held that h . ) .
i H € at such factors will not substanti.te a finling of practical 'departures from a general zoning scheme upon legislatively
o : . People's Counsel for Baltimore County submitted a memorandum in Cess i . . )
] : USI owns approximately eleven acres _f land (the difficulty or unreasonable hardship necessary in order to be determined circumstances, while variances are discretionary and

opposition to the variance.

The Board of arjeals correctly applied designed for "those exceptional cases where the strict application

“Property") located in the Owings Mills Industrial Park (the entitled to a variance.

i X Holding that USI had failed to meet its burden of proof . i
: | "Park"} in Baltimore County, Maryland, known as 10324 South _ the evidence t. the legal standard jin denying USI's potition. " 'of the general zoning law would .esult in peculiar practical
' .1 Dolfield Road (T.3). The Property is located on the southwest

! ' . i ] g under the applicable standard of Mclean v. Soley, 270 M3. 208,
corner of Dolfield Road and New Plant Court, in the 4th District

in demonstrating practical difficulty or unreasonable hardship "

A. Factors To Be Established reop Granting A Zoning Wdifficulties or exceptional or undue hardship on the owner. ... i
;

Variance Under BCZR §307

II-Iontgomery County, Maryland v. Merlands Club, Inc. 202 Md. 279,

?288, 96 A.2d 261, 264-65 (1952).

310 A. 1.783 (1973), the Board of Appeals reversed the decision of BCZR §307 empowers the Zoning Commissioner or the Board

(T.2) and is zoned M.L. (T.3) (Manufacturing, Light).

the Deputy Zoning Commissidner and denied any variance from the of Appeals to grant a variance upon the condition that 1) strict

USI submitted a Petition for Zoning Variance to the

MR

I . >
| BCZR §307 provides as one of the elements for granting
|

requirements imposed by the Baltimore County Zoning Regulations  compliance with the regulations would result in practical

‘!Zoning Commissioner for Baltimore County requesting a variance of

difficulty or unreasonagle hardship; 2; tn an area variance that practical difficulty or unreasonable

("BCZR"} under Section 255.1. USI has appealed the decision. he variance, if granted,

'.f i the sideyard requirement of from thirty feet to zero feet. USI ) ' . : . he Court of Appeals has recognized
: : would be in strict harmony with the spirit and intent of the hardship be established. T P

stated its reason for requesting the variance as expansion of 1 II. ISSUE PRESENTED: DID THE BOARD OF APPEALS ACT PROPERLY 1IN lati . , !this to be a disjunctive burden and that the applicant may
_ , _ . , : DENYING USI'S PETITION FOR VARIANCE UPON A FINDING THAT regulations; and 3) no substantial {njury to pubiic health, |
manufacturing operations by constructicn of an addition adjacent USI FAILED TO MEET ITS BURDEN OF PROGF?

'satisfy the burden by proving the lesser standard of "zractical

‘ » -
‘difficulty.” Loyola Federal Savings and Loan Association v.

safety, and general welfare resultg,
to existing improvements,

In its Memorandum in Support of Appeal, USI argues This section indicates a restricted approach to

i After a hearing and an inspection of the site, the
| :

ilBuschman, 277 Md. 243, 248-249, 176 A.2d 355, 358, (1%6l)
:iDeputy Zoning Commissioner granted a variance reduc.ng the side-

that only USI presented substantial evidence before the Board of

the granting of any variance. An arplicant must satisfy } |
l{construing BCZR §307). |

Appeals relating to the practical difficulty or unreasonable 1
i In McLean v. Soley, 270 Md. 208, 310 A.2d 783 (1973), |

! i specifi~ criteria to obtain a varjiance since, amcng cther factoers, |
|yard requirements from thirty feet to five feet.

. o . . o g
e ki e

hardship that it would suffer arising from the strict enforcement a granted variance will alter legislatively adepted standards. i

‘the Court of Appeals, interpreting BCZR §307, adopted the following

ﬁcriteria for establishment of practical difficulty in order to

q

AMBEC owns property within the Park and leases property
of the sideyard setback reguirement of BCZR §255.1 UST further

See Shapiro, The Zoning Variance Pcwrr - Constructive in Theory,
‘"directly opposite from the Property of USI (T.92293). As such,

argues that this evidence satisfies the legal standard necessary Destructive in Practice, 29 MAd.L. kev, 3, 4 (1969) (arguing that

;AMBEC is a member of the same business community and has ..

grant an area variance:

to establish entitlement to a variance and thus the Board of 11 t.20ry, a variance is a permitted viclation of zoning regula-

ésubstantial interest in any zoning changes in the Park. Through :

i _ . o Appeals acted erroneously and unreasonably in denying the
‘lits president, Frederick E. Fauth, AMBEC appealed the decision of

.

|

| "1) Whether compliance with‘the strict

| letter of the restrictions governing area, set

| backs, frontage, height, bulk or denSLFy would

i unreasonably prevent the owner from using the

! property for a permitted purpose or would repder
! conformity with such restrictions unnecessarily
|
+
]
E

tions.) See also ™ 72 and 80 indicating that the Baltimore County

petition, Office of Planning and Zoning gives close scrutiny to applications

. the Deputy Commissioner to the Board of ALppeals, which acknowledged

Certainly USI presented a greater volume of evidence for commercial and industrial variances due to fotential adverse

ithe standing of AMBEC to assert its objections. (T.95}.

| £ before the Board of Appeals than did AMBEC. The Board of Appeal
' On December 15, 1981, the Board of Appeals held a . ” : .

«ffect. burdensome.

"2} Wwhether a grant of the yarignce
applied for would do substantial justice to thg
applicant as well as to other property oOwners in
the district, or whether a lesser relaxat%on
than that applied for would give subgtantlal
relief to the owner of the property involved and
be more consistent with justice to other
property owners,

heard extensive testimony and saw written evidence regarding | The Court of Zppeals has recognized that the powér Lo

j‘hearing on the appeal. USI presented its argument for the !

variance based upon business expansion. Mr. Fauth and William

i B3] .
i _ . _ . . i : . manufacturing layout, and so forth. However, these items relate
. Burgemelster, president of Eurgemeister-Bell Plumbing and Heating ! h

|

;market and profits. The Maryland Court of Appeals has consistentlx

USI's business expansion, development plans, interior design, grant variances should be strictly construed in order to preserve

the integrity of the zoning scheme. ctee Marino v. Yavor of

to USI's desire to expand its business in order to increase its *iEElEEEEEﬁ: 215 Md. 206, 216, 137 A.2d 138, 202 (1957). Maryland

ERTUT I QR Y DA Ny FOL

‘Company ("Burgemeister-Bell"), testified in opposition to the

- law recognizes that variance provisicns differ frcm those regard- "3) Whether relief can be granted in such

fashion that the spirit of the ordinance will bf
chbserved and public safety and welfare secured.

;variance. Burgemeister-Bell is located within the Park on the . _ .
‘ ing special exceptions, in that special ¢xcepticns are authorized

1
]
1

!north side of South Dolfield Road and-directly across from the

Jro—Y

PRSI

- | -3- McLean v. Soley, 207 Md. at 214-15, 310 A.2d at 787.
W f
2 -2- ' # :
e ! -z-
E , P -5~
5 ! !
i o
% : '
3 H
‘ n
f the applicant must be weighed against the benefit to the i
o 4 j . - ; ] 13 L w s :. - EO p ' 4 w . - - 3 . . ‘
The applicant bears the burden of establishing facts = ;j community in maintaining the general plan." Easter v. Mayér »f - PReoreoms eeffoonity, the cases cited by USI from other Juris- :
' ; | . . : " Jictions wie sraz:ilicable.d |
} i | - — +* - :. F e . =
sufficient to warrant a variance. Burns v. Mayor of Baltimore, . iy Baltimore, 195 Md. at «Cl, 73 A.2d at 493. The holding and o ! | ;Iplanned 2 vesterlv _ . s N
251 M3. 554, 248 A.24 103 (1967); Mavor of Baltimore v. Pclakoff, = ! rationale of Easter has been applied by the Court of Appeals in P ceTUTer, lertiroy from UZI's witressecs cocrntradices ! ! - ¥ expansicn of its operations (T.65-69), and,
. ' . ; y L f g E—— - v,
i g r , . . . , L . B . R . i 'ith adde nnin by 7 1 3
233 md. 1, 194 A.2d 819 (1963); Frankel v. Mayor of Baltimere, 223,| | construing BCZR §307. Daikl v. County Poard of Arpeals for o ceebeeltrilaindd enly = (WiTh added plarning and cost, USI could reverse its expansion,
- r L) 14 hs d - : i .
‘ ; o ) . ‘. R T gy e _ e . {accommodati i i i i
‘Iyd 97 162 A 24 447 (1959) . FPaster v Mayor of Baltimore, 195 M3. P Baltlfﬁore Ccunty, 258 M&. at 167, 265 2.2d at 232, (revers_lng st riy o oGure Ttiih, which hOdld r&qulre the . Comm atlng PrOPOSEd new maHUfaCturlng llnes and not requlrlng
' s I r . ’ r bl i

;ja variance (T.69-71). Thus, the USI failed to prove that the

$onetd variance., USI acguired an additional 1.5 acres adjacent 'l
|

395, 73 A.2d 491, (1949). Failure to sustain the burden of

S e

. \ . P . N . 1 3 i L] : .
Tt drojerty oaothe west, (T.10). While USI Flanned to use Zoning restrictions were "unnecessarily turdensome" as required

proof is sufficient grounds for denial. Mayor of Baltimore -r.

[
! : . . . . Lad 3l orert fow carayr s (e v P ' n i by McLean v. .
BCRZ §307 by showing financia? hardship.) P St E aaralng (T.30) and testumony by UsI's e < v. Soley

!
'
i
|

:? UCI presented no evidence to demonst:iate that granting
, :

'a variance baced upon business necessity "would do substantial

1 ;-: AN :—-O!’ “lturang Y ik 73 - v - N - X
B Increased Profitability Not Sufficient Grounds Thus, it is a general principle of Maryland law that ! - a Fang terzed casterly expansicn with the

The Cour: of Appeals has heid that "[t]lhe mere fact proving the need for a variance in order to produce a more PArisnce as Tiie conly feasikle was firancially to do it,®

FiL R a1 A e © 4 i g s

. . - . CHATLR L ipowe : 42 * . : -r . E'ustice icant’ M :
profitable business position does not satisfy the burden of show- Yo rTitanie allol), later testimony revealed that Usy J to the applicant as well as to other property owners in !

| that the variance would make the property more profitable is

‘ ' th d. i . co-" 1
i ing practical difficulty or unreasonable hardship. USI attempts == istrict McLean v. Soley, supra. (emphasis added).

: linot a sufficient ground to justify a relaxatiocn of setback

C . . . . ' W s Srrem . - , , . ,fSee Board Lni . -28- E i g :
regquirements." Easter v. Mayor of Baltimore, 1395 M4. at 407, to distinguish the present situation under the terminology of ¢ toe loprome Court of Delaware expressed in dicta T -oinion No. 82-28-A at 4 (expressly recognizing this

nia
trat drabllity to irircve cre's Lusiness "ray te a legitimate

1
g!rxrt;tzcnal iTactical cdifficulty,” that court did not decide that

|
{
| concern . i . ; : . .
business expansion to meet growing business demands. A substan- ! ). To accomplish svbstantial justice with respect to

73 A.2d at 492. See Daihl v. County Board of Appeals, 258 Md.

{!f“fff ?iflﬂ,?f Ad;:iincnt_cf Lew Castle County v, Kwik=-Cleck | oth foo s ;
1157, 167, 265 A.2d 227, 232 (1970) (interpreting BCZR §307). tial portion of the evidence presented by USI at the hearing T e mttes et area el TITEILT Taalfirning the declsion | U TIPSRy owhers simiiarly situated, the Board of Appeals
8 P r . r
i

:'t: fefala e TOtter Cf arca variances, *the court ufheld the ruling {
éii? ‘.‘ff*‘ T?fztlt§at the‘a;m;ni:t:ative bocrd had failed to par~
PtLaCelaTize 1ty foniing tulficiently to permit drrcalate review,

| :would have to consider seriously every application for variance

1
1
i

g L) T A Dk 8 i s o

Burns v. Mayor of Baltimore, 251 Md. at 558, 248 A'zﬁ at 105; before the Board of aAppeals proved only that grantirg the variance

ey o

H

TN MR A AR T AP W TR - O A

ta regulation of business and residential growth,

615 (1959) the company. This variant of the Easter profitability argument Fany's building, the ccrmpany would have had to

iocate its cpcraticns.

o ) . . . submitted on a justification of growing busi d 4d

) ) v 1 1 ) < . i . - g g ~usiness demand. Such
| Mayor of Baltimore v. Polakoff, 233 Md. at 9, 194 A.2d at 824; . | would allow USI to continue expanding Its producticn and sales g G SR DZiroer Imtronesert RBrecciaticon . poard ce | _ .
i : o . . ) . : AT Nl Limead FLE o nTYICOR S TTE TS = ‘lan "equity”™ would be incompatable with the concept cf zoni
: . . = ''The goal of such expansion would be increased profitability for § = e - 1 4% Jlstingaisiaple. 1n that i P ng as
' Renz v. Bonfield Holding Co., 223 Md. 34, 43, 158 A.24 611, = E 12 F ¥ ; CetRe motilll e grant ¢l a variance to allow trke expansion of a h
: » s lecal teleplore cove :

re

This would have inconvenienced not onl

r
!
jthe Cerpany, but cormunity telephone service. S
g;bcnefit‘wa;¢d result from continued service without disruption. The
P EFCpCres extansicn further would r¥ovide increascd service and avoil

3! -~ e - .
ibigrer ccsts to stuscriters. Additiorally, the court noted that the

; Finally, USI presented insufficient evidence to demon-
|

| Strate that granting the variance would comply with "the spirit of

i
s

ignificant public

The Faster case, frequently cited by the Court of is not sufficient to establish a practical difficulty under

Appeals, bears similarity to the present situation. In Easter, Maryland law.

S 6 it ARSI S 1ok it e 4

- telejlizre corsen rese - 'jthe ordina " whil ' " -
| ' x e o . ented a "unigue and reculiar'® Situms s _ rdinance” while securing "public safety and welfare."
s i . . L As ihe Court of Appeals repeatedly has rejected the g 1 B ¢ Y} . =hig fis pecullar'“situation )
lthe applicant sought a variance of the minimum frontal setback PP P 4 J 5 ;;s£ﬂ~! its c;xst:ng Liildang rad Leen tuile in conformxity with ‘MeL Sol '
' ) ) L i i = HZCang regelaticns that raa Futsesuentlv ok d L ocbean v. Soley, supra. As illustrated by tlhe facts of MclL
: . ™ ; argu .ent that increased tability will satisfy the te -; s e o s e . ASCUR4Y Caanged. Id. at 937, ’ y R ' —===2h,
i ’ 'requirement in order to construct an addition to his store. The ¥ g profi y 5 Yy t test of = PThtas {actors are not present in US1's situation, ~— b . .
. ; | o . S i £ )| , .satisfaction of this element involves a balarncinug of interests.
1 'lapplicant contended that this addition would increase visibility : | . Aitrouzn Tistrict of Colurbia Court cf Arpeals, in | - '
. : . ! L3 Y N - - . _~ e N :‘ " * r r - v \ 3 : 1 N
| f the st frort, then partially obstructed In turn, the 3 ¥ ! ;i %ﬁz?*:zt '1“}$€1$:: i F:‘“ 233 Frard of Tening hi-ustment, 353 } : 4In seckiny relief from the minimum setback requirements, the
Ho e store front, . ’ . J Lo T YER twale ity TeIliiiy INTICAaSCl Caianse 353 Tacite %
e i Eoo - e - = L +4CTCr 1in H o : 5 :
: - i Pt SgTLniing An 2rea variante, tue coirt bold that inrreascd s ! i applicant in MclLean showed that his proposed plan would p-e
' 4 , P - Tt Se.d that irer costs of s : == P p-eserve
- ancy of the store would increase. The Court of Appeals o | DA SLd T FOW Lrtler alternativis not Cealana rariar : : ! ;
rental occupancy |5y ! P Pichcmu e. ooy ST ReleInAlives NIt regllflng a variance were insuf- | A trees and nat 1 b o .
. . i o [ | L ST yeaT Tp fhhenddsa Textejticral practical difficulties. ” 13 ! 2 ura eauty. In affirming the grant of a variance,
reversed the decisior of the Baltimore City Cecurt and the Board of Lo i by at 2<7. Sle coors CXFresily cauticacd that vatiances "éa ﬁST;bﬂ ; :
' - : fted . . oo wraxnle vt sance o S 4 ; . i
. . . , | > granted wirre thle jrijerty Cinfirming to the reculaticns will ! ; the Court of Appeals found the benefit to the public from the
: Municipal and Zoning Appeals granting the variance. In holding b predece a rcasinaiie incete Lut, if Fut to anotler use, will yield | §
. i ) - - * . ’ L3 i u-' . ] 4 13 -
: k 3 bv tn 15 . insuf | ?E a Thtater reotirn,*" T2, 2t 327, ; 3 preservation of trees to be a sigrificant factor in establishing
; "that the economic reasons advance ¥ e applicant were - . | 3
; ; ) 1z IO TCTAININT Cltatinns Cffered buv 1'CT rore i 2 the necessary criteria for a variance McLlezan v. Sol 270 md !
H N . . . . - ] - ; R bl € - LSA rerresent . * V. o ey M . |
g ficient to establish practical difficulty or unnecessary hardship 7 ; 1 unffvitend _atiziine of Lrnferiir state Pguris wkzcﬁrwerit little ' 4 ;
' g ] - - " - . * e il % . T
l ' ‘ el - ConzawbIaticn, #inze tre Mai:land Ciurt of Frreals : at 215, 310 A.2d 787. While USI presented evide i 31~ {
| ' ‘ ) ; b { 9 = . ; - vIiort of Arreeals ras al 3 : P evlidence that adagi
. to justify a variance, the court stated that: "the detriment to : " ! s ac<frrren the l3tie az oget frruh o alsue. : reas: 3 _ T
g : E ticnal parking would be provided unier its plan, the Board of '
i ‘ ‘;
: . i » . : . .
; i ! Aappeals cobserved at the hearing that the parking stil? might be
; i 2 rovided in a plan of expansion in a westerly direction not
2
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: ! : L : ! IN THE MATTER OF THE * IN THE CIRCUIT COURT
E % requiring a setback variance (T.49). No other testimony revealed | pefore the agency. See CiCala v. Disability Review Board for | CERTIFICATE OF SERVICE gggéTION OF UNIVERSAL
1 . K ~-= — RITY INSTRUMENTS, INC. * FOR BALTIMORE N
§ benefits to the community that would result from the granting of Lrince George's County, 288 Md. 254, 260, 418 n.2d4 205, 209 (1980) i gggUVARIANCE OF SIDEYARD COUNTY
iw . . I HE M oy : it - IREMENT
.aﬁg i to USI and cases cited therein. The Court of Appeals has stated that wher] ; HEREBY CERTIFY that in accordancipﬂltw Rule BS of " AT LA¥
2 wvariance .
__Q§ a var . . .. . C we s " iI'the Maryland Rules of Proredvre on thig éZZL’EaV of June * DOCKET 14
.:,3 USI erroneously relies on Broadview Apartments v. reviewing zoning decisions where the issue is "fairly debatable, | - < ’ UNIVERSAL SECURITY
g _ . _ , ' 1982 a copy of the foregeing Merorandum in O it INSTRUMENTS, INC. * FOLIO
S commission for Historical and Architectural Preservation. 49 Md. the court will not substitute its own judgment for that of the ! ? g Ppesition to Appeal 10324 S, Dolfield Road 69
g ‘ administrative bod 'of Universal Security Instruwaents, Inc. was hand-delivered to Owings Mills, Maryland 21117 * CASE NO: 82-M-64
b | App. 538 (1981). There, the Court of Special Appeals reversed an o :QB d s. D k Appelliant/Petiti *
2 2 ] . | Bernar . ni i ; = ; an e
‘ : even if we were of the opinion that the ‘i enick, Esquire and Anthony 2. Palaigos, Esquire, PP oner

administrative decision that was based upon an inadeguate and

administrative body came to a conclusion we
probably would not have reached on the evidence.
In the instant case, but for the rule, we might
well have reached the coiclusion ... [that the
Board of Appeals erred], but in enforcing the

rule we are obliged to say that reasonable persons
could have reached a different conclusion on the
evi_ence so that the issues were fairly debatable,

and hence, the decision of the Board must be
sustained.

Attorneys for Appellant/Petitioner at Blum, Yumkas, Mailman &

"' Gutman, P.A., 1800 Munsey Building, 7 North Calvert Street,

* * *
incomplete study. USI argues that in this case, as in Broadview,

MEMORANDUM IN SUCPORT OF APPEAL BY

A ey UNIVERSAL SECURITY INSTRUMENTS, INC.

-?Baltimore, Maryland 21202 prior to the filing hereof. I further

| .
:icertlfy that on the date stated above, a copy of the foregoing
|

!jMemorandum in Opposition to Appeal of Universal Security

i.e., testimony on behalf of AMBEC. However, this argument oo vour Fetttioner.

Universal Security Instruments

overlocks the fa:t that the evidence submitted by USI is itself Inc.

("Universal™), by its attorneys, Bernard S. Denick, Anthony P.

inadegquate in that it cannot support a finding of practical

Palaigos and Blum, Yumkas, Mailman & Gutman, P.A., pursuant to

1
! Instruments, Inc. was mailed

;;Mr. Terry Holinsky, Saperstein, Holinsky & Strauss, 19 Walker

siticulty necessary to establish a variance \|Eger _v. stone, 253 Md. 533, 542, 253 A.2d, 372, 377. (1969), » first-class, postage prepaid, to
i - |

Maryland Rules of Procedure Bl2,

and respectfully submits to this

quoted in McLean v. Soley 270 Md., 208, 215-16, 310 A.2d. 783,

e With respect to the probative value of the evidence

Honorable Court Its Memorandum in Support of an Appenl,

- ?iAvenue, Fikesville, Maryland 21208; Frank J. Nicoll, Jr.
on behalf of AMBEC, Mr. Fauth, as well as Mr. Burgemeister, did 787. (1973), Cembly v. County Board of Appeals 269 Md. 177, : - ' '

BACKGROUND INFORMATION

P art i i i i
184, 304 A.2d. 814, 818-815 (1973). qerorerty Investors Co., 100 Music Fair Road, Owings Mills,

not testify as experts, but as concerned members of the affected

Universal is the owner, in fee simple, of a tract of land

;iMaryland 21117; John W. Hessian, III, Esquire,
i

ffor Be timore County, Court House, Towson, Maryland 21204,

. ' People's Counsel
soming district. Furthermore, Mr. Fauth's career is in manu- Thus, the Court of Appeals gives great deference to

containing approximately eleven (11) acres,

and the improvements

facturing and he has extensive experience in the field (T.102). the judgment of administrative boardsand rarely substitutes its and

situate thereon, located in the Owings Mills Industrial Park, in
County Board of Zppeals of Baltipore County, Room 219, Court

Both he and Mr. Burgermeister gave relevant testimony from their ‘own judgment on the evidence. Furthermore, the Court of Appeals

Baltimore County, Maryland, the improvements thereon being known as

House, Towson, Maryland 21204, 10324 5. Dolfield Road ("Property"”).

O Pt

John F. Machen
N Attorney for Appellee

has rejected consistently the argument that more profitable use of

"§ experience ir. manufacturing and on community concerns. The Board o operty T e for e

of Appeals viewed this as probative, being against the normally a property justifies the grant of a variance.

research, development, manufacture, storage and sale of highly

| expected interest of businesses to favor variancas. See Board The decision of the Board is consistent with established

sophisticated electronic equipment and products (T. 27). Universal

Opinion No. B82-28-A at 405 rules of Maryland law and should be affirmed.
p - - - .

presently employs more than three hundred fifty (350) persons at the

The Beard correctly interpreted the legal standard of Respectfully submitted,

Property (T. 32), of which two hundred fifty (250) persons are

| directly involved in manufact
JMcLean and correctly weighed the evideace in accord with estab- + + petition o
1 |

i'lished Maryland case law in denying the request for a variance.

!
]
i

Universal submitted a Petition to the Zoning Commissioner

¢f Baltimore County requesting a variance from Section 255.1

1100 Charles Center South
36 South Charles Street
Baltimore, Maryland 21201
(301) 539-2530

' III. CONCLUSION
g
ol

(formerly Section 238.2) of the Zoning Regulations of Baltlmore County.

b The established rule of Maryland law limits review of

?%administrative decisions to a determination of whether the

Universal requested that the sldeyard requirement of thirty feet
(30’

Attorney for Appellee ) be reduced to zero feet (0') so as to permit the expanslon of

“zdministrative agency has acted arbitrarily, capriously,

unreasonably or illegally. Review is restricted to the record i

i
E
3
b
9
3

3
k]

g
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the : i d. Baltimore - {3
Universal's building to the east of the existing facility on then the decision of the agency should be affirme Baltimore , The Court of Special Appeals found that the only substan- qp
: 3 ; -
: ing lines. i tion Trad . Barnes, 290 Md. 9, 427 A.2d 979 “ o=
{ Property to accommodate two (2) additional manufacturing Building and Construction es v Live ovidence before CHAP was Lhe evidence produced by Broadview = In McLean v. Foley, 270 Md. 208, 309 A.2d 754 (1973). the
Deputy Zonin 1). o)
Following a hearing on July 30, 1981 before Deputy g (1981) Apartments which was supported by the Davis testimony and report, o Court of Appeals specifically held that Sectlon 307 of the Baltimore
: i X a= ion of the In this particular case, there was no substantial evidence £
; Commissioner Jean M. L. Jung, and an on-site Inspect pRe ’ - which was the only unblased substantial evidence in the record. The County Zoning Regulations (the applicable Section controlling
i loner granted a the Board denying Universal's request for ) ; . .
: Property on August 3, 1981, the Deputy Zoning Commiss ® te support the decision of ) Shyene ¥ - Court further stated that the Morton report was not substantive evi- o7 Unlversal's variance request) requires that the applicant, such as
variance permitting a sideyard setback of five feet (5') in lieu of a variance. In considering whether there was substantial evidence ;

dence because there was not a sufficlient basis to support Its Universal,

need only satisfy the practical difficulty standard. The

TR s b

the thirty feet (30') requirement. before the Board to supportl its decision, the Court of Appeals has

the practical difficulty or unreasonsble hardshlp standard. An Inablility to expand one's business to meet the demands
appeal, unless they are not supported by substantial evidence or are economically feasible to renovate the Ascot House was a report pre-

3 - Anderson v. Board of Appeals, Town of Chesapeake Beach, Maryland, 22 | of business growth because of area limitations has not been directly
: . of Assessments he B M Compa hich admittiedly falled to include E 2 N

i arbitrary, capricious nr unreasonable See Supervisor pared by the Ben Morton mpany whil y | Md. App. 28, 522 A.2d 220 (1974). As stated in the Anderson case, a 3 declded by this State as constituting a practical difficulty.

: . hn Ra Fellowshi Inc., 274 Md. in its analysis such things as debt service, return of purchase P . ]

' of Caffoll County v. Peter snd Jomn et = , g y ’ lesser burden is permltted where an area variance 1ls requested i However, several other jurisdictions have lad such an opportunity

353, 335 A.2d 93 (1975). If a reascning mind reasonably could have price, major roof repairs, and an underestimation of property taxes,

because the impact of an area variance is viewed as belng much less and those nrisdictions have allowed the inabillty to expand one's
attained the factual conclusion reached by the administrative agency, all of which made the report inadequate.

drastlc ihan ihat of a use variance. business to be considered as either a factor in determining the

&

y.,m.,‘uf....k..,;u‘.: _
ks A Ry . e oot S R AT Il
.
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exlstence of practical difficulty or constituting the hardship or

A
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4. practical difficulty itself.

LN

conclusion. The Court of Special Appeals, in reversing the decision Court of Appeals in McLean identified the following three criteria
é An appeal of that decislon was taken by Frederick B. Fauth, ; tmplied that the substantlal evidence be legally sufficlent ot of the lower court which had affirmed CHAP's decision, stated: for determining whether a practical difficulty has been established: 2
.% President of American Bottlers Equipment Company ("Fanth®), to the i Svidence. dobnston Coal and Coke Comprpy V. Dishong. 198 Md. 467, ?F "A reasoning mind should not base a declision upon a "l. Whether compliance with the strict letter of the |
| county Board of Appeals of Daliimore Counts "Board®). 4 da novo | %0067 (8D Mo Gourt of Special Arperls in Broasviey
: hearing was held before the Board during whlch substantial testimony ii Apartments v. Commission for Histoiical and Architectural 3 izgizﬁgoggrjggizeztigggc;hiéoszgﬁgg.reggz;agieﬂ;grggigg § g:;ggrtgingggﬁfi;wagg :ugﬁr?é;tigcfﬁgg:s?nggcé;s:g?ig ;
% and evicdence was presented. The Buard thereafter, on February 24, 3; Preservation, 49 Md. App. 538 (1981), reversed the declsion of the i;% :gﬁi? r?;y;d:2tggn?ugggréimgggziindii;itg:;1139122;$9§0:§: burdensome. %f
% 1982, reversed the decision of the Depuiy Zoning Commissioner by ‘; lower court which had affirmed the decision of the administrative g,g g:i{suggézifﬂ.substantial evidence in the record - the do Sugétazgfggegu:t%;:ntoo{h;hgp;;iézggea:pséiida;o{owg:;gr ?
é denying the variance request of Unlversal from which Universal has ii fgency, where the oniy evldence introduced to support the agency's : ; In the subject case, there was no substantive evidence Ezgfi:tiogwgﬁzi iga:hipgifégigéé 2gu:geéﬁsg :ué:f:ﬁzial i
i _é timely filed this appeal. ‘i finding was the report of an expert which, admittedly, was lacking % % oither supporting the Board's declslon that Universal falled to giié?:tégttgftﬁwgﬁgtfge‘25 g{ggiréfoggzgivgsn:gg.be more ?
% 13502 é; in essential Information. zfé establish a practical difficulty, or supporting the various findings the sgiri:hg;hiiergié?fagzn Sglfrggteg In such fashion that g
*% gégUggg gggRg EigIiﬁCgEggégGngIgﬁggéiég ;i tn Broadview Aparimepls, » hearlng was held before ii? of fact upon which the Board relied in making its decislon. The safety and welfare sé;;red?" observed and public é
é 223?;?E35N$3E0gAggﬁﬁégg ggg&%?158§¥§§LY ié pettimore Clty's Commission for Historical and Archltectural ;ﬁf only substantlve evidence presented to the Board was the evidence The determination whether a nracticatl difficulty exists must be madec ;
é REGULATIONS? Qﬁ Preservation (CHAP) during which Broadview presented testimony and ; Z and testimony submitted by Universal which, in fact, established on a case-by-case basis dependent upon the facts and elrcumstapces
1? Universal maintains that the Board erred in 1its Order ;- evidence supporting its position that the Ascot House be demolished z_% that a practical difflculty existed warranting the eranting of the of each Individual case. Wolf v. Distriet of Columhia, Board of
é denylng the request for a sideyard variance. The Board, in %2 &8s restoration was not economically feasible. The testimony con- %‘j requested sideyard variance. Zoning Adjustment, 397 4.2d 936 (D.C. 1979)., It also has been E
| % reversing the ruling of the Deputy Zoning Commissioner, acted in an ;; sisted of expert testimony and reports produced by Broadview in sup- ;. s reduction in the sideyard requirement has been recognized that an area variance may relate io practical dif- %
‘5}:? arbitrary and capriclous menner without the support of substantial -é port o 1is positlon, as well s the testimony and report of Ralph i established in Maryland as an area variance and not a use variance. ficulties attending the structure on the subject property and not g_
L gf% evidence and, therefore, should be reversed. % Davis, who at the time of the hearing, was an employee of the City ; Lovola Loan Assocletion v. Bushman, 227 Md. 243, 176 A.2d 355 Just the land Ltself. clerics of Su. Viator. Ine. v. D.C. Posca § 
.Ij The rule is well settled in this State that declsions of &n ﬁ of Paltimore and completely independent of Broadview. The only evi- VI (1961° . The standard or burden applicable for an area variance is of Zoninge Adjustment, 320 A.2d4 291 (1974). %
o ; administrative body, such as the Board, will not be disturbed on }E dence bef .re CHAP contradicting Broadview's claim that it was not i ' %
i .
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In the case of Board of Adjustment of lLew Casile v.

Kwik-Check Realty, Inc., 389 A.2d 1289 (Del. 1978), the ovners

desired to place self-service gasoline pumps on their propertles
{which were being used as 7-11 convenience siores). Since the lard
did not meet minimum lot size requirements, the owners petiti-ned
the New Castle Board for a variance from the minimum lot size
requirements. The Supreme Court of Delaware, applying a test simi-
lar to that enunciated in the Mclean case, held (on page 1281):
to stay
“The lnability to improve one's business, or
competlltive as a result of area limitations, may be & legi-
timate ‘'exceptlonal practical difficulty' that woul@
justify a grant of a variance. Such practical diffilculty
is present where the requested dimensional change is minimal
and the harm to the applicant Lf the variance is denied
wlll be greater than the probable effect on neighboring
propertles 1f the variance is granted."

The case of Rosedale Skinner Improvement Associlation et al

v. Board of Adjustment, 425 S.W.2d 929 (Missouri, 1868) involved the

application by the Southwestern Bell Company (Bell) for a variance
from the height limitations of the existing zoning ordinance in
order to permit the construction of a four-story addition to an
existing improvement. The evlidence and testimony, among other
things, established that (i) the business expansion was needed due
to increased demand being experienced by Bell, (ii) the additional
equipment demands and the configuration of the existing facility
required expansion into & four-story additlon, (iii) to move 1~ an
entirely new location would be too costly and inefflcient, and (iv)
the public would be benefited by allowing the expansion to occur at
the existing location rather than moving to a new location. On
these facts the Supreme Court of Missouri held:
"Our conclusion is that there was competent and substantlal
evidence that practical difficulties and undue hardship
would exist 1f the applicant was required to conform to the
height restrictions of the existing ordinance, and that the
grant of the height veriance wes authorized by law. The

hich Bell
existing building and hence the situation in w
found lgself was unique and peculiar in that this special

sort of building was developed and constructed at its
present height under the ordinance then in force. The
present ordinance permltted an additlonal five feet in
height but that was of no use to the applicant unless it

nd authority for ten feet more so that the other story
could be added. The Board of Adjustment excvrelsed a sound
discretion in granting the variance."

See also, Methodist Homes Fund v. Lawson, 61 Misc. 24 184

{(Sup. Ct., Broome County, N.Y. 1969) (holding that such things as

increased cost of construction, high interest and benefit to the

communlity are legitimate factors Iln determining practical

difflculty); Barbour v. Distrlct of Columbia Board of Zoning

Adjustment, °58 A,2d 326 (D.C. 1976) (holding that increased

construction expenses is a recognized factor to be consldered in

establishing practical difflculty); and In Re Freid-el Corporation,

383 A.2d 1286 (Pa. 1978) (the need to expand in response to the dic-

tates of bhusiness can be the hardship necessary for the granting of

a variance).

'The only substantive evidence and testimony presented to

the Board clearly established that a practical difflculty exlsted

pursuant to the standard set foritn in the McLean case, and the addi-

tional cases and decisions discussed end clted in this Memorandum.

The only reasonable decision that could have been reached by the

Board based on such substantlve evidence was to grant Universal's

request for a variance.

The evidence presented by Universal established that

Universal acquired the Property in 1977 in substantially the same

condition as it exists today. Unilversal has operated within the

existing bullding in substantially its present condition (T. 20).

During the past several years, Universal has experienced phenomenal

and unantlcipated growth in buslness as evidenced by the drastic

increase 1n sales volume from $11,278,576 in 1977 to a projected

figure of $20,000,000 in 1982, desplite the nresent general decline

in business and emplcyment throughout Baltimore County (Petitloner's

Exhibit Nos. 7 and 8; T. 27-52). n response to the demands of tie
buslness, and in order 10 accommodate the dramatic growth in sales,
Uriversal has been forced to embark on an overall expansion project

in the Owings Mills buslness corridor, including the planned addi-

tion of two mﬁnufacturing lines to the east of the Property in the

area for which the subject variance is sought (Petitloner's Exbhibit

No. 1; T. 33, 34, ¢ and 60).

Unlversal, through lestlmony of Stanley W. Katz, the
Appellant's Vice President and Chief Financial Officer, and Allan
Martin Schwartz, the Appellant's Director of Manufacturing,
established that the only area in which two new manufacturing 1lines
could be built is to the east of the exsisting facility on the
Property within en addition to the Property with dimenslons of
approximately 45' x 200' (Petitioner's Exhlbit No. 1). The
requested variance would have to be granted in order to accommodate
the new improvements. Without contradiction, the testimony es-
tablished that (a) the existing flow and ebb of Universal's manufac-
turing process merndated the establishment of two new manufacturing
lines to th. east of the existing facility (T. 59), (b)) the
construction of an addition to the immediate west of the coxisting
facllity is prohibited by the existence of a masonry load-bearing
wall and Lhe mezzanine In such area (T. 60), {(c) the expansion to
the west would be too costly and would interrupt the flow of Universal's
manufacturling operat .8 (T. 60), (d) the configuration of the
existing building prohibits the rearrangement of the manufacturing
lines (to run from east to west rather than the existing north to
south direction) because the building 1s not wide enough (T. 61) and
(e) the in.roduction of double shifts to obtaln additional produc-
tion from the existing manufacturlng lines, rather than adding two

new additional manufacturing lines, is Impracticable and uneconomi-

cal due to the composition of the existing labor force (T. 62).
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The testimony also €stablished that strict compliance with

the 30 foot sideyard requirement would prove unnecessarily burden-

some to Universal in the use of the Property, as dictated by busli-

ness demands. A minimum of 22 feet is needed for each manufacturing

line within a mianimam building expansion widih of 45 feet (T.
and 65),

62, 63
Strict compliance with the 30 foot sideyard requirement

would allow for only an eastwardg building expansion of 20 feet whilch

size Is insufficient for even one manufacturing line (T. €3).

Refusal to allow the variance would prohibit Universal's expansion

practical difficulty prohibiting Universal's expansion of its
existing bullding to meet expanded business needs and growth.

The evidence presented by Universal further established

that expansion to the immediate wvest of the existing facility for
Lthe addition of two new manufacturing lines as well as on the 1-1/72

acre parcel of ground to the west of the Property is not posslble

for several reasons.

Firstly, the 1-1/2 acre parcel was acquired to provide off-

street parking for Universal's current employees and visitors
without considering the expansion and in light of the eastward

expansion resulting in the elimination of existing off-street
parking spaces (T. 35, 40, 83 and €4).

Secondly, the additional manufacturing lines cannot be

placed in a separate bullding erected on the 1-1/2 acre parcel of

ground because of insufficient Square footage to accommodate the

manufacturing lines (T. 61), (b) it would double Universal's cost of

product manufacturing (T. 61), (c) the existing flow of manufac-

turing could not be maintained and would be interrupted (T. 63), and

(d) without such 1-1/2 acre parcel being used for off-street

parking, there would not be sufficlent spaces 1o provide the

-6 requisite off-street parking for Universal's employees.
-8~
-9-
curb of New Plant Court Road and the sldeyard setback, rather than supported by substantive evidence and therefore should be reversed.
Thirdly, the area to the immediate west of the existing belng zero, as originally requested by Universal, be five fect (5') %:’f Respectfully submitted,
: facility has been projected for future expansion for manufacture of as flve feet (5') 1s the minimum amount required by Universal to : \:;\ .
é new product line and warehouse space. However, the projected manu- overcome its hardship (T. 76-77). Finally, Dillon testified there : ; Bernard 'S. Denick é? EiﬁvgiggiRsggugigypigégégﬁngs, * 1N THE CIRCUIT COURT
: facturing requirements do not include addition of two long produc-— would not be any objection tc the granting of the variance from a ; .; \qik ‘=§ggéAggRRgggiigggNgF v IDEYARD " FOR BALTIMORE COUNTY
2 tion manufacturing line3 that are required by Universal in the east- pPlanning perspective (T. 77) and that, .n his oplnion, favoring the g}?; Anthoqy\ﬁl Palaigos . A TUNIVERSAL SECURITY INSTRUMENTS, * AT Law
% vard expansion of the facility, but rather for the Iinstallation of granting of the variance was in part influenced by the fact Llhat the §¥ f ?égg’mzﬁgziséuf?j}ﬂ;n & Guiman, P.A. INC., Arpellant/Petitioner * ?giist Na. ég
‘ automatic equipmert invclvirg shorter lines that could be incor- expansion would, in fact, benefit Lhe community by keeping within the | ;aﬁiiggiZ?r;afbiggss 21202 * Case Xo. 82-M-64
porated in the sectional rooms planned for the westward <xpansion of County an established industrial business and sn employer (T. 89). i%?giiZ;s for Appellant/Fetitioner * * * * * *

the building (T. 66-69).

Finelly, the evidence submitted by Universal ravealed that
the exterior facade of the proposed eastward expansion to the
€xisting facility on the Property would be of a height and brick
facade similar to the existing buildiag (T. 36, 59). Furthermore,
there would not be any interference with existing light and air to
surroundlng properties (T. 42), and the lands~aping would be majin-
tained between the eastward addition to the existing facility and
New Plant Court Road (T. 38).

All of the aforementioned testimony and evidence was

SUMMARY

In summary, the uncontradicted substantive evidence before

the Board clearly =.,_.ablished that Universal sustalned its burden of s

proving a practical difficulty warranting the granting of the

rejuestied veriance from the sideyard requirements. Universal's

variance could be granted within the spirit of the applicable zoning
ordinance without Jeopardizing the public health, wellarc and safety.
The testimony, over Universal's cbjections before the Board, by Fauth

{(vho was not qualified to testify as an expert in the areas of in-

dustrial planning, industrial resal estate appralsal or the manufac-

TN ﬁ'rw‘ﬁma-mwvma«yrﬂ"-‘ﬂ TRty R T u

CERTIFYCATE OF SERVICE

I HEREBY CERTIFY, that on this f:&___ day of May, 19282, a
copy of tLhe foregoing Memosrandum in Support of Appeal by Universal
Security Instruments, Inc. was mailed by first class mail, postage
prepaid, to the County Board of Appeals of Baltimore County, Room
219, Court House, Towson, Maryland 21204; John P. Machen, Esquire,

Piper & Marbury, 1100 Charles Center South, 36 S. Charles Street,

Answer to Petition on Appeal

The Appellee, American Bottlers Equipment Co,, 1Inec.,
by its attorney John P. Machen, answers the Petition on Appeal
filed in this case as follows:
| l. Appellee admits the allegations in Paragraphs 1 and
52 of the Petition on Appeal.
l 2. Appellee is without sufficient knowledge or informa-~

‘tion to admit or deny the allegations in Paragrapn 3 of the

'Petition on Appeal.

R T PR

o e e e

% - . .
substantiated and supported by the testimony of the only unbiased turing of sophisticated electronice equipment, as produced by Universal) fé Paltimore, Maryland 21201, attorney for American Bottlers Equipment 5 of th 3-. %pPEIlee nen-te the *iesations in Feragraphs 4 and
witness at the hearing before the Board, namely, John J. Dillon before the Board concerning the potential loss of aesthetic gquali- ;  é Company, fne.i John ¥. Hessian, IIL. Esquire, People's Counsel for ° ¢ rettion on rrpeat:
: ("Dillon") of the Office of Planning and Zoning-of Baltimore County. ¢ ties of the subject industrial park, potential decrease in values of ; % paltimore County, aad Peter Max Zimrerman, Esquire, Deputy People's T hepelies adnits that 2 nearing was held besore the
f After having physically inspected Universal's facility on the ;i: properties located within the industrial park and the fear of opening % -; counsel, Room 223, Court House, Towson, Maryland 21204; Mr. Terry TOURTY Boaxd of Appeals of Settimors Councy on Decenber T 18t
§ Property, Dillon testified that a practical difficulty warranting ] a Pandora's box in the granting of area variances to industrial ; fE Hollnsky, Sapersielin, Holinsky and Sirsuss, 19 Walker Avenue, ot genies the otner *Hiceations in TATASTAER © Of the petition
if the granting of the sideyard variance existed due to the interior pProperiy owners, should Universal's variance be granted, can be charac- Sifl Pikesville, Maryland 21208; Frank Nicoll, Jr., Property Investors on Appeal. |
~?§ construction of the bullding and the existing manufacturing flow of terized as pure speculation at best, woefully inadequate, and totally - g Co., 100 Music Fair Road, Owings Mills, Maryland 21117. ‘ 5. Appellee denies the allegations in Paragraphs 7 and
= ] T % 3 of the Petition on Appeal.
é the facility (T. 74-77). Dillon further testified that granting the lacking of the substantlve evidence that could support the Board's - _Bﬁgk . fji _ _ -
" E variance would not cause any injury to the public health, welfare or decision denying Universal's request for a variance. - i?tggzgypiofai;;ggiant/Petitioner g#; . .A?pellee admlts the allegations in raragraphs 9 and
T % safety to the surroundlng properties or the community as a whole (T. o The decision of the Board was arbitrary, capricious and not %' 10 OF the Petition on Appeat-
% 77-78). Dillon stated that to minimize the effect of the proposed g' é' ?- T+ Apesliee denles the #iiegations in raragrapas .
eastward expansion to the exlsting facility, landscaping should be ;' é ter 13, aad 18 of the peition on Apeat
maintained bLetween the exterior of the eastward expansion and the é ~11- ; ; : b Aepelles further Shates thet the decision of the
; T -12-

3
ot

-10- R

County Board of Appeals of Baltinure County was proper and lawfully

i ot ™ N s b
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3} Fd l: % -...’L: ) . .
:m:i : i i ‘%‘; : : ' RE: PETITION FOR VARIANCE t IN THE \Universal Security Instruments, Inc. 2,
. ] 4 ' | ; - ] SW corner of ¢, Doifield R4, . iCase No, 82-28-A
| - 3‘; { CERTIFICATE OF SERVICE i 3 /i ! :n_dga" f:lonl Ct, t CIRCUIT COURT
i | ) : : i R : h Diarric
' % ' based on substantial evidence in that the Appellant failed to : le 49 of f k 1| t FOR July 21, 1981 Comments of Baltimore County Zoning Plans Advisory Committee = filed
) § : | : 2 with Rule %) o ; | iveriol Security lut 1, lne
; . . . . Zonin REDBY CERTIFY that in accordance l | | Un cwrity Lutruments, . .
t: show that strict compliance with the Baltimore County Zoning ! Luc { ,’3 L{?&ay of /1/-,,.,’/ b ;‘ Petitionet=Appeliant H BALTIMORE COUNTY 1July 30, 1981 At 9:30 a.m. hearing held on petition by Zoning Commissioner
i e ' Jure on this ) A A T _
i . i ical difficulty Sr unreasonable the Marvland Rules of Procc o !
 Regulations would result in practic ! ¥ wer Lo Petition on Apjecal wasa l 3 | Zoning File No. 82-28-A t AT LAW Auqust 25, 1981 Order of Geput- Zoning Commissioner granting the variance subject
il—ardship and that the grant of such a variance wculd be in {1982 a copy of the foregoing Anuwer | ok ) to cestriction
L e : . o nthony : : Miz, Docket No. -
! ' 1 ke i i , e, Der 1 “k ].g';nui[(} anl Antl, iy P ; H "~
3 g strict harmony with the spirit and intent of the kaltimove County ; } ~hand-delivered to Bernard enick, i O ‘ ) September 3, 1981 Order for Appeal to County Bd. of Appeals from Order of Deputy
i i - ) : e “ toner at dlun i . i issi
; | ing Regulations without substantial injury to public health, L . Palaigos, Esquire, Atterneys for Appellant/prtition. ' : Folio No 2 Zoning Commissioner
: v Zoning Regula T : . ‘ worth )
| 1 lfare " Yumkas, "lailman & Gutman, P.A., 1800 Munscy Building, 7 XNor : File Na. 82-M-64 December 15, 1981 Hearing on oppeal before County Board of Appeals
: - safety and general welfare. i
. ‘ - to the filing :
Ii ; _Calvert Street, Baltimore Maryland (1202 prior f S T I T T T I ST TN SRR February 24, 1982  Order of County Board of Appeals ordering that the variance from
‘ ] | Respectfully submitted, , the date stuted above, a copy Sec. 255.1 (238.2) to permit a side yard setback of zero feet (V)]
R ; hereof. I further ccrtify that on Jed. first CERTIFIED CGPIES OF PROCEEDINGS BEFORE rather than the required thirty feet (30') petitioned for, be and the
S . = . . titicn on Appeal was malled, rat= i same is hereby DENIED
é /9/’{/ of the foregaling Auswer te e tein THE ZONING COMMISSIONER AND THE BOARD
- ~ y liolinsky, Sagperstein, I Morch 10, 1982 Order for Appeal filed in the Circuit Court for Baltimere Co
3 ; - 4 . ; ostage prepaid, to Mr. Terry f re , rder tor Appeal filed in the Circuit Court for Baltimer unty
| | J({ ‘n/ﬁgqrga(:ﬁe;‘ i Mug(/\& ; class. F ; ikesville, Maryland 21208 : OF APPEALS OF BALTIMORE COUNTY k. Bernard S. Denick ond Anthony P, Palaiges, Esqs., on behalf
g i gnn B 'Holinsky & Strauss, 19 Walker Avenue, Pikes ‘ of the Petitioner
g 5 PIPER & MARBURY ! rost Co., 100 Music Fair ‘ i
i i 1100 charles Center South Frank J. RNicoll, Jr., Property Investors ' . r 1O THE HONORADLE, THE JUDGE OF SAID COLURT: March 12, 1982 Certificate of Notice sent to all interested parties
- Li 36 South Charles Street . 21117’ John ‘\v. ]i(‘ssiﬂn' I:I' Esiulrel }'
ﬁ Baltimore, Maryland 21201 Road, Owings Mills, Maryland eon l And now coms John V, Murphy, Keith S, Franz and Parricia Phipps, March 19, 1982 Petition to accompany Order for Appeal filed in the Circuit Court
(301) 539-2330 5 le's Counsel for Baltimcr2 County, Court lHouse, Towison, \ for&ﬂﬁmnnaCoumy
E for Appellee  People { Paltimore County, . constihting the County Bocrd of Appeals of Baltimore County, and in enswer to the Order
Attorney P Maryland 21204, and County Roard of Appeals of Baltir ! April 6, 1982 Transcript of testimony filed
exrviand 21294 for Appeal ditected against them in this case, herewith raturn tha record of proceedings
! Room 219, Court licusc, Towson, Marylan Petitioner’s Exhibit No, 1 - Location Plat, 5/11/81 revised 12/8/81
A i ) had in the olove entitled motter, conisting of the following certified copies or original
1 ‘ . ‘\ > S /‘_ ? " " " 2 -Llease, June 27, 1979
E { ‘I/Z" - [V LIV 4§ G l popers on file in the office of the Zoning Deportment of Baitimore County: ' ’
| i Jolin #. Machen . . ! " " " 3 - Agreement, June 5, 1981
4 i At¥orney for Appellcee : ZONING ENTRIES FROM DOCKET OF ZONING COMMISSIONER
| i , OF BALTIMORE COUNTY u " " 4 - Agreement, Feb. 11, 1981
| i
! j No. 82-28-A “ " " 5« Agreement of Sale, Sept. 15, 1981
R {
A f : .
3 _  June 2, 1981 Petition of Univerwl Security Instruments, Inc. for variance from " " " 6 - Agreement of Sale, April 13, 1981
i | Sec. 255.1 (238.2) 1o permit a side yard satback of zero feet (0')
- 3 : rother than required thirty feet (30°), on property located on the " » “ 7 - Se.urities and Exchange Commission,,
_ .o 353' > | ' outhwest corner of $, Dolfield Rd, and New Plant Ct, in the Form 10-K
: FAR T T : 4th Election District of Baltimore County
- o ” " " * 8 = Securities and Exchange Commission,
3 | o= : | June 2, 1981 Order of Zoning Commissioner directing ndvertisement and posting Form 10-Q
' \@ <o DT ! of property = dote of hearing set for July 30, 1981, ot 9:30 o.m,
N 2Rl ) " " ® 9 =4 large photos (in closet at Bd. of als
v e, : . July 9, 1981 Certificate of Publication in newspaper = filed sep ( Appeals)
e 7 :
= s I “ " " 10 = 5 large photos (in closet ot Bd. of ols
i July 10, 1981 Centificate of Posting of property = filed sep ( Appecls)
é Joly 21, 1981 Comments of Boltimore County Director of Planning - filed April 7, 1982 Record of proceedings filed in the Circuit Court for Baltimore County
; I
% e IN THE MATTER OF THE PETITION : IN THz CIRCUIT CCURT | ’
a | UNIVERSAL SECURITY ‘ i
Ty IC:JFSTRUMEN TS, INC, FOR VARIANCE : FOR BALTIMCEL CCUNTY o l
C OF SIDEYARD KEQUIRFMENT . AT LAW . ! !
B CTRUMENTS : 3 -2- IN THE MATTER OF THE PETITION * IN THE !
. . 3. S UNIVERSAL SECURITY IN 3, ] i - : OF UNTVERSAL SECURITY
) Universal Security Instruments, Inc. o INC., Appellant/Petitioner : Misc, “F2-M-44 - INSTPUMENTS, INC. FOR VARIANCE # CIRCUIT COURT I
Case No. 82-28-A o ’ ; OF STDEYARD REQUIREMENT
= - on. : B T, ) * FOR 5
Zoning Cose No, 82-28-A I HEREBY CERTIFY thot on this q doy of April, 1982, a copy of the UNIVERSAL SECURITY INSTRUMENTS, !
Record of proceedings pursuant to which said Order was entered ond o - INC. & BALTIMORE COUNTY
....... i‘ j fmegofng Answer 1o Petition on Appﬁ' was del:’vered to 'he Admin;stmﬁve SeCreery 10324 South Dol fiEld Road
" . R 1 3 ;\ 1 * h
f; said Boord acted are pe1manent recorcs of tho Zoning Department of Baltimore County, and | ANSWER TO PETITION ON APPEAL E T Maryland 21204; orings Nills, Maryland 21117 LAY
¢ . i 1d be 1 ient and inapprosciate fo fil : vt the County Board of Appeals, Room 200, Court House, Towson, rylan ; _ Appellant,/Petitioner * Docket No: 14
: your respondents respectively suggest that it would be inconvenient and Inappropr ‘T 3 o ) . . | i Folio: 69 ;
b d i d d el h rules and : ' People's Counsel for Baltimore County, Apnelles, answers the Fetiti o on @l iy wus masied 13 Anthony P, Foloigos, Esquire, ond Bernard S. Denick, Blum, N Case No: 82 -M-64 |
’ the sume in this proceeding, but your respondents will sroduce any and ail suc n :
h dtod by this Court Appeal in the above-entitled coce, os follows: ' i Wumkos, Mailman & Gutmen, P.A., 1800 ?unsey Building, 7 North Calert Street, * % 2 * % P * * * * * * * * * x "
‘ regulations whenever directed to do so by this Court. | . .
1. Appellee admits Paregraphs 1 - 5 and 9 = 1C of the Petition, Baltimore, Maryland 21202; Frederick E. Fauth, President, Americon Bottlers Equipment
4 . ;
% Respectfully submitted,

2. Appellee deriss Paragrophs & - 8 and 11 - 14 of the letition.

MOTION AND APPLICATION OF PETITIONER, ?
Co., Inc., 50 Gwynns Mill Court, Owings Mills, MD 21117; Richard Ferber, Esquire,

UNIVERSAL SECURITY INSTRUMENTS, INC.
TO _EXTEND TIME FOR TRANSMISSION “F RECORD

wr

3. In further answering, Appellee stares thot the decision of the Board of

1100 Charles Center South, 36 S. Charles Street, Baltimore, Maryland 21201; Mr,

e ’Holmen
County Board of Appeak of Baltimore

(" County

Appeals was reasonable and based on legally competent and substanti~l evidence,

Universal Security Instruments, Inc., Petitioner by Bernard Si

Terry Holinsky, Soperstein, Holinsky & Strouss, 19 Walker Avenue, Pikesville, Maryland

S UM S A S A

:i'l. f,-‘ ‘ "

Denick, Anthony P, Palaigos and Blum,
4. The Petitioner failed to establish that its request was warranted by

Yumkas, Mailman & Gutman,
21208; Frank Nicoll, Jr., Property Investors Co., 10C Music Fair Road, Owings Mills,

"

L

P.A., its attorneys, moves,
\ unreasonable hardship or practical difficulty, equity and justice in the neighoorhood,

cc: Bernard Denick Esq. and Anthony Palaigos, Esq.
Richard Ferber, Esq.
J. W. Hessiaon, Esq.

pursuant to Rule B7k. of the Maryland
Maryland 21117,

I TN T

Pules o. Procedure ,

i -

and conformity with the spir’t and intent of the zoning regulations.

that the time for transmission of the record

from the County Board of Appeals of Baltimore County to this
WHEREFCRE, Appellee prays that the Court affirm the decision of the

/)
?Qﬁ; /L( A Z/M!:* PR

Peter Max Zimmerman

Honorable Court be extended for thirty (30) cays up to and includ-
ing May 18, 1982.

rd

County Board of Appeals of Baltimore County,

Y e e B SURZAR 28 F e i T
.

The grounds of this Motion and Application are

as follows:

L S KT JRTITE PTT

AR e W

§ i W H st

5
Joha W, Hessian, Il L
People's Counsel for Baltimore County =

P!L@; / {A\Z'w%.z {

Feter Max Zimmerman

1.

The Petitioner filed its Petition on Appeal with this

Court and served a copy of same on the County Board of Appeals of

Baltinure County un March 19, 1982,
2.

The thirty (30) day period prescribed by Maryland Rule

o o A T S Kl O M i .

B7a, for transmitting and filing the record in this action with
Deputy People'sgounsel this Court expires on April 18, 198z,
" ?;n\:“i:?,hior;;;ndw;zm 3. Petitioner, through its counsel prumptly ordered the
_ 494-2188 transcript of the testimony upon its filing of the Order for
S &y ] o - Appeal, and its counsel has been advised by the County Board of
g : 9: 9"«—;\ : Appeals of Baltimore County's stenographer, Ms. Carol Beresh, that
& T o i
5 ._ Z -; ;::’1 : 3 ; due o the current level cf work to be doue by her, including the
% ;1_ < = ‘\U\ % ; subject transcript, a thirty (30) day extension would te needod
; "7‘ -j: t -;_;:’_‘ " % ; which would provide sufficient time for her preparation of the
| E !- @ =t = ! ; : subject transcript and ultimate transmittal to this Court. Furither-
.; , } nmore, the forezoing stenogranpher has authorized Petiticrer s
| ’

counsel to represent to *his Court the foregeing statements.

" —
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WHEREFORE, your Petitionzr prays that this Honorsl ie Court
grant an extension of thirty (30) days up to and including May 18,
1982, for the transmittal of the record of the County Board of
Appeals of Baltimore County to this Court,.

@y{{\\wx S earck

Bernard S, Denlick

(RO R

Anthony PT Palaipos

Blum, Yumkas, Mailman

& Gutman, P.A.
1800 Munsey Building
7 North Calvert Street
Baltimore, Maryland 21202
(361) 539-4151

Attorneys for Appellant/
Petitioner

CERTIFICATE OF SERVICE AND COMPLIANCE
I HEREBY CERTIFY, that on this- Q;S{E‘day of March, 1982, a

copy of the foregoing Motion and Application to Extend the Time

For Transmission of Record, was mailed by first class mail,

postage prepaid to the County Board of Appeals of Baltimore founty|

Room 219, Court House, Towson, Maryland 21204; to Frederick E.
Fauth, Pres., American Bottlers Equipment Co., Inc., 50 Gwynns
Mill Ct., Owings Mills, Md. 21117, Protestant; Richard Ferber,
Esq., 1100 Charles Center South, 36 South Charles Street, Balto.,
Md. 21201, Counsel for Protestant; Mr. Térry Holinsky, Saperstein,
Holinsky § Strauss, 19 Walker Avenue, Pikesville, Md. 21208; Frank
Nicoll, Jr., Property Investors Co., 100 Music Fair Road, Owings
Mills, Md. 21117, Protestant; and John W, Hessian, 111, Esq.,

Court House, Towson, Md. 21204, People's Counsel for Baltimore

County.
(jﬁJ\ﬁ:é§;s\G§[ Cg‘lglﬁ}*d?‘y{
Anthony P, /Palaigos |

2. Attorney for Appellant/

s Petitioner

.'-d :

Ty

5

[= 5]

——

of either the County Roard o

i Board:
or the following findings made by the foregolng bo

i rin
(a) That the Petitioner could expand 1ts manufactu g
lines in any direction; .
(b) That a granting of this variance would establis

in 1 i arks;
precedent for similar requests 1in industrial p s

(c) That a granting of thi

i it k; and
alter the attractiveness of the industrial parx;

i sion would have
(d) That the Petitioner's proposed expan

les eriting the Property.

a detrimental effect on the safety of vehic

i nt,'s
12 That the County Board of Appeals of Baltimore Count,

f law and the
decision was clearly erroneous as a matter O

for sideyard vaviance should have been granted.

that the Petition

Board
13 There is no probative evidence before the County

\ iti iled to
of Appeals of Baltimore County that Petitioner fai

i i i ty.
establish the existence of a practical difficulty

14 That your Petitioner has been

i County.
decision of the County Board of Appeals of Baltimore

ts:
WHEREFORE, your Petitioner respectfully reques

ision of the
1 That this Honorable Court reverse the decislo

i b
County Board of Appeals of Baltimcre County and thereby g

r 1

2.

(S%ﬁzkpgﬂ\éijisfilqi\-\&ﬂ

£ Appeals of Baltimore County's decision

s variance would significantly

irreparably harmed by the

rant the

Yernard 5. Denlck

chony P‘,Palaigos U

Blum, Yumkas, Mailman
§ Gutman, P:A._
1800 Munsey Bu1141ng
7 North Calvert 3street
Baltimore, Maryland 21202

(301) 539-4151

Attorneys for ippellant/
Petitioner

. -
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CHARLES YiiMKAS BLUM, YUMKAS, MAILMAN & GUTMAN, P. A, s
tt)?\’vn\oﬂglrzb:::n TACO MUNBLY BuiiDing 'l..::-::t i
BERNARD ‘s DEMNICA ? HWOATH CALVERY BTREEY sRY L COTg B %
FRANN § &STROTH . i
MAX § STADFELD BALT MORE, MO. 21X0R D04 E

THOMAS A BARER
ROCHELLE §. CISENBLRG
ANTHOMY P PALMGOS

JACOB BLUM .

counscL March 19. 1582

,, m
o dineibctie, M

HAND DELTVIRED

Mr. Elmer H. Kahline, Jr.,
Clerk E
Circuit Coo t for Baltimore County .
County Courts Bullding 914
401 bosley Mvcnue Ce T
P.O. Box 6754

Towson, Maryland ?21204-0751

Re: In the Matter of Universal Security Instnewents, I,
Case Mo, 82 M-64, Docket No, 14, Folio Na, 69

Dear Mr. Clerk:

Enclosed for docketing please find the Petition on Appeal accorpanied '
with the Certificate of Compliance, to be filed in the abuve captioned
matter pursuant to ‘*lryland Rule of Procedure Ble.

I would thercfore very muxch appreciate your prompt docheting of sare
and if I can be of any assistance, picase do not hesitate to contact me,

£3 _
Very truly yours, o ,
i

Anthony . falaigos

APP: dmk
encl.

cc: County Board of Appeals 3
of Baltimore County

e
S
s :
:‘\; &
N I
[
K .
"%—J .

_ iate.,
For such other and further relief as may be appropriate. é?

e g S
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s

e

CERTIFICATE OF SERVICE AND COMPLIANCL

T HEREBY CERTIFY, that pursuant to and in accordarce «ith

. v cany ¢
Rule BZe. of the Maryland Rules of Procedure, a ¢ony of th

B i
oo e ik
L e ppp— T

i ~ ‘ r Board
foregoing Petition on Appeal vas hand-delivered to the County Doar
of Appeals of Baltimore County, Room 2;7, Court House, Towson,

Maryland 21204 on the 39§N~ day of March, 1982,

(3§~)3J£§:—“;f)i) \g:;~—~iz

1
= t
Anthony T. Palaigos ]

Attorney for Appellant/
Petitioner

CERTIFICATE OF MAILING
I FURTHER CERTIFY, that on this SE?N\day of March, 1982, . }

although not re iired to do so under the Maryland Rules of é 4

o e

Procedure, I mailed, by first . lass mail, postage prepaid, a copy P
»

. . , .
of the foregoing Petiticn on Appeol to Frederick E. Fauth, Pres.,

’ 3 . 3 s
American Bottlers Equipment Co., Inc., 50 Gwynns Mill Ct., Owing

AT T e P S,

e

Mills, Md. 21117, Protestant; Richard Ferber, Esq., 1100 Charles

. A iy

Center South, 36 S. Charles St., Balto., Md. 21201, Counsel for

Protestant; Mr. Terry Holinsky, Saperstein, Holinsky "~ Strauss, 19 -

Walker Ave., Pikesville, Md. 21208; Frank Nicoll, Jr., Property ;
Investors Co., 100 Music Fair Road, Owings Mills, Md. 21117, - ]
Protestant: and Johr W. Hessian, III, Esq., Court louse, Towson,
Md. 21204, People's Counsel for Baltimore County. ?

Anthony P< Palaigos ()

Attorney for Appellant/

Petitioner

e amed

= T o
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IN THE MATTEY OF THE PETITION «

?£S¥§HVIRSAL SECURITY IN THE
NSTRUMINTS, INC, FOR VARIANCE » 'IRC
OF SIDEYARD RLQUIREMENT “IRCUIT CourT
UNlrﬁgSAL SECURTTY INSTRUMENTS, Fo

) R #® " ~ [ &Y
10324 South Dolfisld Road BALTIMORE COLNTY
Owings Nills, Maryland 21117 * AT LAw

Appellant/Petitianer * Docket No: 14

Folio: 69
¢ Case No: 82-4-64

[ ] [ ] [ ] [ [ ] [ ] L] ® ] ] ® ®x -3 *® ® *®

PETITION ON APPRAL

oW CG.Cs your Fetiticner, Universal

Security Instruments,
Inc,, by

and through its attorncys, Bernard §.

Denick, Antheny P,
I'alaigos and Blum, Yumkas,

Mailman § Gutman, P.A

+» puUrsuant to
Maryland Rules of Procedure Ble

» and respectfully represents unto
this lonorable Court:

1. Petitioner is the fco simple owner of a tract of land

ately eleven (11) acres and

located in the Owings Mills Industri
County, Marp

consisting of approxim

thereor,

land, rore Particularly known as 10324 South Dolfield
Road ("P'raperty'},

>
L

P>titioner, on or about June 2,

1981 filed with the
coning Cormissjoner

of Baltimore County its Petition for Zoning

Variui-ce requesting a sideyard variance of

lero feet rather than

the required thirty (30) feet to allow for expansion of the

Fetitioners operations at the Property,

-.‘I

Hearings were held before Deputy Zoning Commissioner,
Jean M, . Jung on July 30,

1981 and o, August 3, 1981 at which
tine evidence

4. On August 25, 1981, the Deputy Zoning Commissioner ?

RTanced the Petitioners Petition for Variance thereby granting to 5
the Petitioner a sideyard variance of five (7) feet rather than

the required thirty (30) feet.

5. That on or about September 2, 1981, Frederick E. Fauth,

_—

o

. Srr—

RE: PETITION FOR VARIANCE

YW corner of S, Dolfield Rd. ) IN THE
and New Plant Cr. .
4th District CIRCUIT  COURT

FOR

Universal Security Instruments, Inc.,
Petitioner-Appeliant

-

BALTIMORE c¢cO UNTY
File No. £2-23-A

: AT LAW
| : Misc. File No, 14
Folio No., &
: File No. 82-M-64

[ - - » - - . [ - * a . - . - - - - H
-
* . . - H - - » . . . » L] L] . » - - . L]

CERTIFICATE OF NOTICE

i Mr. Clerk:

Pursuant to the arovisians ~f 0.t

simns of Pule B~2(d) of the Maryland Rules of

Procedure, John V, Murphy, Keith S. Franz, and Patricia Phipps, constituting the County

Board of Appeals of Boltimore County, have given notice by mail of the filing of the appeal

the improvements |

al Park, in Baltimore

to the representative of every party to the proceeding before it; namely, Berpard §,

Denick, Esq., and Anthony P, Palaigos, Esq., 1800 Munsey Bldg., 7 N. Calvert St.,

Balto., Md. 21202, Counsel for Petitioner; Universal Security lnstruments, Inc., Michael

Kovens, President, 10324 S. Dolfield Rd,, Owings Mills, Md. 21117, Petitioner;

Frederick E. Fauth, Pres., American Bottlers Equipment Co,,

Inc., 50 Gwynns Mill Ct.,

Owings Mills, Md. 211 17, Protestant; Richard Ferber, Esq., 1100 Charles Center South
’

36S, Charles St., Balte., Md. 21201, Counsel for Protestant; Mr. Terry Holinsky,

Saperstein, Holinsky & Strauss, 19 Walker Ave.,

Pikesville, Md. 21208; Frank Nicoll, x.&,

Property Investors Co., 100 Music Fair Rd., Owings Mills, Md, 2117, Protestant; and
Joia W, Hessian, I, €., Court House, Towson, Md. 21204, People's Counsel for
Baltimore County, a copy of which Notice is attached hereto and prayed that

it may be
made a part thereof,

7 County Board of Appeals of Baltimore Cou

(- "Rm, 200, Court House, Towson, Md. 212
Telephone 494-3180
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President of American Bottlers Equipment C.mpany, toock a timely

Appeal of the decision of the Deputy Zoning Commissioner and in

accordance therewith the matter wWas on or about October 21, 1981

assigned to the County Board of Appeals of Baltimore County,

6. On December 15, 1921 a hearing was held before John V.,

Murphy, Keith S. Franz and Patricia Phipps constituting the County

Board of Appeals of Bsltimore County at which time Fetitioner

submitted substantial testimony and documentary evidence

establishing that a practical difficulty existed and that the

Petitioner's Petition for the sideyard variance reducing the side-

yard requirement from thirty (30) feet to five (5) feet should be
granted,

7. The testimony presented by the Petitioner included among

others, the testimony of the only unbiased witness in the whole

proceeding which was that of John Dillen, Planner for Baltimore

County Planning Department who concluded that after having

inspected the Petitioner's Property during the hearing beforc the

Deputy Zoning Commissioner, a practical difficulty existed and that

the Petition for sideyard variance was Justified.

8. The only probative evidence presented at the December 15,

1981 hearing before the County Board of Appeals of Baltimore County

established that a practical difficulty existed and supported the

Petitioner's Petition for a sideyard variance so as to enable the

Petitiorner to expand its operations by the addition of two (2) new

manufacturing lines at the Property which could not be done by the

Petiticner in the absence of the granting of such a variance.

9. That on February 24, 1982, the County Board of Appeals

of Baltimore County issued its Opinion and Order denying the
Petitioner's Petition for a sideyard variance.

10. That subsequently, on March 10, 1982, your Petitioner

filed an Order for Appeal in a timely manner with this Court.

11. That the decision of the County Board of Appeals of

Baltimore County denying the Petitioner's Petition fur a sideyard

variance was clearly erroneous, arbitrary and capricious in that

there was no probative evidence of any kind whatsoever in support

Universal Securit |
Y Instruments, [ne.
Case No. 82-28-A " ne

2,

| HEREBY CERTIFY that a copy of the aforegoing Certificate of Notice
has been mailed to Bernard 3. Denick, Esq

and Anthony P, Palaigos, Esq

., 1800 Munsey
» Baltimore, Md, 2]202,

Bldg., 7 N. Ca!
alvert St, Counsel for Petitioner; Universal

!
!
i -
| Security Instruments, |

¢., Michael Kovens, President,
Mills,

10324 5, Dolfield Rd
Md, 21117, PeritEOner-—Appellont,- Frederick E, Fauth, Pres
Equipment Co, ¢ Inc.,

-+ Owings

-+ American Bottlers
50 Gwynns Mill Ct.

+ Owings Mills, Md, 21117, Protestant;

Richard Ferber, Esq., 1100 Charles Center South, 365, Charles St

+ Balto,, Md, 21201,
Counsel for Protestant; M. Terry Holinsky, Saperstein

“ Holinsky & Strauss, 19 Walker Ave|,
Pikesville, Md, 21208; Frank Nicoll,

X, Property Investors Co., 100 Music Fajr Rd

Owings Mills, Md. 21117, Protestant; and Johp W. Hessian

I, Esq., Court House,
Tcwson,

Md. 21204, People's Counsel for Bultimore County, on this 12th day of March
1982, '
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of the applicant,™ the court defined "practical difficulties or innecessary hardships" as
invelving o "burden. .. upon the individual property" related to "iis unique sir.ation and

the singular eircumstances," which "would constitute an entirely unnecessary and unwarranted
invasion of the basic right of private property." 93 A,2d, ut 77, The denial of the excention

was aftirmed.

In Park Shopping Center v, Lexington Park Theatre Co., 216 Md, 271, 13% A,2d 84C

(1958), the applicant had encroached upoen the rear yard setback restriciions of St. Mary's County

in constiucting o one-story building adjacent to its theater. The extension into the rear yard

was, moreover, contrary to the specific terms and conditions of the permits for use and occupancy.
The Board of Zoniny Appeals granted the ensuing request for variance, primarily because

of evidence that minor area violations were typically overlooked in the neighborhood, The

Court of Appecls reversed, holding:

1) the existence of surrounding illegal or ill-advised variances is not @ ground
for an additional variance,

2) the criterion for "hardship and injustice, " similar to "practical difficulty or
hardship" was whether the restriction "npplied to the property in the setting of its environment"
unreasonably interfered with the basic right of private ownership. 216 Md., at277 , 137 A.2d
at 845,

3) There was no showing that conformity with the ordinance would prevent a

reasonable use of the property.
The variance was denied.

In Loyola Federal Savings and Loan Ass'n v. Buschman, 227 Md. 243, 176 A.2d 355

(1961), the applicant sought a height variance to build a six-¢tory office building instead
of the four obtainable under the existing Baltimore County limitations, The Court here gave

o somewhat more liberal definition of “practical difficulty,"as invalving something less than

confiscation, as it reviewed the grant by the County Board of Appeals, under these circumstances:

1) @ subsurface water problem prevenied use of the basement for parking and made

necessary a rear parking deck; this, by limiting the normal building area, made it "uneconomic"

to build a four-story building.

o

o -

"RE: PSTITION FOR VARTIANCE ® BEFORE THE

SOUTHWEST CORNLR OF SOQUTH

. DOLFIELD ROAD AND NEW PLANT * COUNTY DBOARD OF APPEALS
COURT, 4TH DISTRICT . FOR
'?ﬁéY?RggtiiEgﬁgiTY ENSTROMERTS, - BALTIMORE COUNTY
| * Case No. 82-28-A
| * % * * * & *® ES * ® * # &® % % % »

PETITIONERS' POST-HEARING MEMORANDUM :

Universal Security Instruments, Inc., Petitioner, by 1its
attornevs, Beinard S. Denick, Authony P. palaigos and Blum, Yumkas,

H 3 . ] 1
\Mailman § Gutman, P.A., respectfully submits this Memorandum 1n

ﬁsupport of its Petition for Variance. !
¢ :
|

BACKGROUND

The Petitioner, is the fee simple owner of a tract of land

%containing approximately eleven (11) acres, and the improvements
i - . ~ .
'situated thereon, located in the Owings Mills Industrial Park, in

Baltimore County, Maryland, thc improvements thereon being more

;particularly known as 10324 South Dolfield Road ('"the Property”).
yThe Property is used for the research, development, manufacture,
i . -
gstorage and sale of highly sophisticated electronic equipment.
|

?The Petitioner presently employs more than three hundred twenty

five (325) persons at the Property.
! The Petitioner as part of an overall physical expansion

?iprogram resulting from the unforesecable phenomenal growth of the
E=%Pe'l:iticoners' business operations submitted a Petition to the
i‘l

issi i ing a variance from,
| Zoning Commissioner of Baltimore County requesting

Sections 255.1 (Section 238.2) of the Zoning Regulatioms of

it
|

it hirty (30)
!Baltimore County. The Petitioner requested that the thirty (

H
1
1
H

?Efoot sideyard requirement be reduced to zero (0) feet so as to

;;allow for thc expansion of the Petitioners' building to the east
Eiof the existing facility to accomodate two (2) additional manu-
lifacturing lines. After an extensive hearing on July 30, 1981 and

'aﬁ on-site inspection of the Petitioners' Property on August 3,

-%1981 {both of which were attended by Mrs. lless of the People's

"Counsel), Deputy Zoning Commissioner, Jean M, H. Jung granted

o v
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2) The evidence indicated that, by providing greater side yard setbacks than
required, the design would compensate for any light and air lost by the additional height.

3) There was no evidence that the building would be unsuitable to the Towson
business section; the parking design, moreover, was in accord with, a “core" parking plan,

The variance was affirmed, on the ground that the evidence as to "practical difficulty"
was fairly debatable.

The Court of Appeals then brought its experience with area variances to bear in t he
Mclean case, supra, wherein tha standard was outlined and ar'iculated categorically for the first
time. In th~t case, involving the Baltimore County side yard window setback regulations, the
Petit oner underlined that in the absence of the varance, he could utilize the property to its
maximum residential density only by destroying certain trees. The neighboring Protestant
comploined of invasion of his yard privacy.

In applying the standard (Page 3 , supra), the Court of Appeals underlined the benefit
to the lanu and the public of preserving the trees. [t acknowledged that Petitioner was charged
with knowledge of the sideyard requirements when he purchased the property, but this rule was
said to have "less significance” in area than use variance cases. Finally, conceding that case
was “close, * the Court found there was sufficient evidence of "practical difficulty” to make

the favorable finding of the County Board of Appeals fairly debatable.

Considering all of the above, we find no set or mechanical formula for deciding area variance &

cases. Some further definition of the criteria may, however, be stated, The line drawn between
“"convenience" and "practical difficulty” depends on scme unique quality of the land, such as
subsurface water conditions or location of trees. The specific benefit of the proposal to the
existing neighborhood may involve such matters as consistency with a core parking plan or
preservation of the ecology. In addition, the compliance of the proposal with the intent of
the regulations may take into account actual effact on light and a'r, density, and other land
use objectives,

The Maryland standard on area variances appears to conform with the prevailing law,

A review of Anderson, American Law of Zoning, Sections 18.46-18,56, suggests that

H

ﬁthe variance to permit a sideyard setback of five (5) fect in
E lieu of the required thirty (30} feet.

An appcal of that decision was taken by I'rederick L. Fauth,
President of American Bottler's Equipment Company ("Protestunt™)
which resulted in this hearing belore your lonorable Board.

During the opening statement made by counsel for the Petitioner,
Petitioner amended its Petition for variance requesting in licu of
the reduction of the thirty (30) frot sideyard requirement to zero
j(o) feet as contained in the original Petition bofers *the Zoning
vemmissioner ta the reduction of the thirty (30) feot sideyard
requirement to five (5) feet as was granted by the Deputy Zoning

. Commissioner,

LEGAL STANDARD TOR VARIANCE

The Petitioners' request for a reduction :n the sideyard
5requirements is what has been established in this jurisdiction as

‘an area variance and not a use variance. Loyola Loan Association

Qv. Bushman, 227 Md. 243, 176 A.2d 355 (1961). It is further well

established in this jurisdiction that the standard or burden
fapplicable fcr an area variance is the practical difficulty or

Anderson v. Board of Appeals,

iunreasonable hardship standard.
g

fTown of Chesapeake Beach, Maryland, 22 Md. App. 28, 322 A.2d 220

- (1974). As was stated in the Anderson case, a lesser burden is

permitted when an area variance is requested becaus: its impact is
viewed as being much less drastic than that of 41 use variance.

The Maryland Court of Appeals, in the case of Mclean v. Foley,

€270 Md. 208, 509 A.2d 754 (1973) specifically held that Section 3
%307 of the Baltimore County Zoning Regulations (the applicable ;
fsection controlling this Petition) requires that the applicant need
tonly satisfy the practical difficulty standard. The Court of

?Appeals in the Mclean case, went on to identify the following ?

‘three (3) criteria for deterrining whether "practical difficulty"”
ihas been ¢stablished:

"1. Whether compliance with the strict letter
of the restrictions governing area, set
backs, frontage, height, bulk or density
wouid unreasonably prevent the owner from
using the property for a permitted purpose

- 2 -
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"practicai difficulty" may not be *3s+d on the mermission of @ morc profitable use, o personal

inconvenience, and are not generzlly designsc to remedy buiider's errors or self-created

hardships,

A recent decision of the Supreme Court of Delawo:a is instruerive, In Vassalio v, Penn

168
Rose Civic Ass'n, 429 A,2dADel. 1981), the Petitiorer sought to convert his single family

awelling to apartment use, The record showed that Petitianer had constructed a second tloor
addition for the use of parents, but that upon their moving out, the building was larger than
needed for the immediate family. The conversion necessitated relief from various orea

restrictions. Applying a test similar to that in Mclean, the Court found that “the problem is

a personal one and is not a problem inherent in the land itsel® or in the application of the zoning

regulations to the land." 429 A.2d, at 172. Moreover, the hardship was " largely self-imposed, ™

Accordingly, the variance was properly denied.,

REVIEW OF THE US! VARIANCE

In the commereial contaxt, the present request possesses all of those qualities which

indicate that denial is appropriate,

The problem of facility expansion to meet growing volume is personal to the business.

It is assoc’vted with the desire to increass profits, and has no relation t5 the lund. Further~

more, the company undeitook its operations in the existing facility with knnwledge of the

US! created its own problem,

albeit one associated with prosperity,

At the same time, there is no perceptible benefit ‘o the public. Such benefit os there

is, increased production .ad employment, is personal to the business and the work forca
generally, but has no involvement with the immediate neighborhood. There is no land use
plan or ecological objective ts be advanced, At the same time, the spirit and intent of the
regulations is jeopardized. This variance, if granted, stands as a precedent for the develop-

ment of indstrial parks with substanda:d setbacks, to the potential detriment of the common

use of the park,

or would render conformity with such
restrictions unnecessarily burdensome.

2. bhether a grant of the variance applied for
would dc substanrtial justice to the applicant
4s well as to other property owners in the
district, or whether a lesser relzxation than
that applied for would give substantial relief
to the owner of the property involved and be

mere consistent with iustice to other property
owners,

(W3]

Whethor relief can be granted in such fashion
that the spirit of the ordinance will be
observed and public safety and welfare
secured.”

People's Counsgel, in its Post-Hearing Memorandum to this
Poard, has represented thuat the problems of Petitioner involves a
desire to increasce its profits and a mere personil incouvenience
to the Petitionar. Tley have further argiied to this Board that
the need for expansion to meet growing business demands or needs
is something that is personal to the Petitioner and not something
that should be considered as constituting a "practical difficulty";
The only support for suck o Fitposition offered by People's

Counsel is the case of Vezssallo v. Penn Rose Civic Association,

429 A.2d 168 (Delaware, 1981) which involved a residential
property. People's Counsel final argument is that to grant this
;variance would establish a precedent for other industrial parks
jwithin Baltimore County. The aforementioned legal arguments
assigned by Peoplc's Counsel in support of its position are not
sufficient to warrant a denial of the Petitioners' request for an
area variance.
The argument of precedent has no place in your dctermination
fof whether to grant or deny the Petitioners' request. The deter-

gmination of whether a practical difficulty exists must be made on

ia case by case basis dependent on the facts and circumstances of

“each individual case. Wolf v. District of Columbia, Board of

jEZoning Adjustment, 397 A.2d 936 (District of Columbia, Court of

" Appeals, 1579).
The argument of facility expansion to meet business needs as
being personal and not to be considered as a practical difficulty

is also incorrect. In the case of Board of Adjustment of New
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For all of the above reasons. the County Board of Appeals should deny the present
variance petition,

, T,

L/Es 0 Heecen 111

.--'-’

Jo&rj’W. Hessian, HI
People's Counsel for Baltimore County

A

A7 yi -7
A~
[ Gt ol frywmd gomen

Peter Max Zimmerman
Deputy People's Counsel
Rm, 223, Court House
Towson, Maryland 21204
494-2188

! HEREBY CERTIFY that on this _(;__yi day of January, 1982, a copy of the foregeing
Post-Hearing Memorandum was mailed to Anthony P, Pdaigos, Esquire, Blum, Yumkas,
Mailman & Gutman, P.A,, 1800 Munsey Building, 7 North Calvert Street, Baltimore,
Maryland 21202-1964, Attorney for Petitioner,
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‘Castle County vw. Nwik-Check Realty, Inc., 389 A.2d 1289 (Delaware,
+1978), applying a test similar to that enunciated in the Mclean

case, the Supreme Court of Delaware, on page 1291 specifically

stated,

"The inability to improve one's bisiness, or to
stay competitive as a result of area limitations, may
be a legitimate exceptional practical difficulty that
would justify a grant of a variance. Such practical
difficulty is present where the requested dimensional
change is minimal and the harm to the applicant if the
variance is denied will be greater than the probable
effect on neighboring properties if the variance is
granted. Therefore, to determine if the difficulties
prescented hy the owner are practical rather than
theoreticul, and exceptional rather than routine,
(citations omitted), the Board should take into
consideration the nature of the zone in which the
property lies, tne character of the immediate vicinity
and the uses contained therein, whether, if the
restriction upon the applicant's property were removed,
such removal would seriously affect such nejighboring
property and uses; whether if the restriction is not
removed, the restriction would create unnecessary
hardship or exceptional practical difficulty for the
owner in relation to his efforts to m.ke normal
improvements in the character of that use of the
property which is a permitted use under the use
provisions of the ordinance. (Emphasis Supplied}."

EVIDENCE AND TESTIMONY
PRESENTED TO THE BOARD

The evidence and testimony presented to this Board

“during the hearing of December 15, 1981 clearly satisfied the

_practical difficulty standards of Mclean as well as Kwik-Check

Realty, and as a result, the variance should be granted.

The evidence established that due to unanticipated pheaomenal

¢rowth in the business demands and operations of Petitioner, an

soverall expansion project was mandated. Part of this called for

ﬂthe addition of two (2) manufacturing lines which because of the f

fexisting layout and dosign of the Property (which is in sub-
jstantially the same condition as when the Property was acquired)
:can only be added to the east requiring the granting of this
‘variance. It was also established without contradiction, that

the existing flow and ebb of the Petitioners' manufacturing procesé
and operations dictated and in fact mandated that such manufactur-
ing lines be constructed to the east requiring the proposecd build-

ing expansion and the granting of tke variance. Strict compliance

"
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‘with the existing sideyard regulation would render Petitioners’
?use of the Property unnecessarily burdensome, and would not allow
.|

the Petitioner to improve its business operations to ueet current

demands and to stay competitive in the research, development, manu-

ifacture, storage and sale of highly sophisticated electronic
N

iment.

K

~quip-

In fact, Mr. John Dillon of the Baltimore County Planning ¢. 1’

i
1

‘Zoning Office, testified that a practical difficulty existed and

~that his office had no objections to the granting of the requested
fvariance.

. Hearing Memorandum, the testimony and evidence identified in fact

Despite what is stated in the People's Counsel Post-

ia benefit to the public if the variance was granted. The benefit

o}

'being that if the variance were granted which would allow for the
ﬁprojected expansion of Petitioner, it would allow for centralized
fparking of velhicles of employees, visitors and customers and to
remove such parking off the streets of the industrial park. Mr.
i~D1.11cm testified that this would be of substantial benefit to the

51ndustr1al park.
1 .
'damage to the industrial park if the requested variance were

It was further testified that there would be no

%granted and could be done without any resulting injury to the
épublic health, safety and general welfare of the public.

: There was no testimony of any kind whatsoever from qualified
éépersons that values of property within the subject industrial park
;would be jeopardized if Petitioners' variance request was granted.g
In fact, Petitioner itself would be damaged if sich were to occur
as it has substantial holdings both as an owner as well as a tenant
in the Owings Mills Industrial Park. Protestant's own witness,

! William Burgmeister, who owns property in the park directly acrossz

fron the Petitioner, testified that the granting of the subject

Esvariance would not have any detrimental effect on his property

;1what50ever.

| CONCLUSION

The Petitioner, Universal Security Instruments, Inc., having

f;satisfied its burden of proof as summarized above, the County

COUNTY BOQARD OF APPEALS
Room 219, Court House

Towson, Maryland 21204
HPETITION FOR VARIANCE *
1Southwest Corner of
S. Dolfield Road and *
INew Plant Court -- 4th
,Election District * CASE NO. B2-2B-A
'PETITIONER: Universal *

Security Instruments, Inc.

* * *

REQUEST FOR SUMMONS DUCES TECUM

1
i

~TO THE COUNTY BOARD OF APPEALS:

Please lssue Summons Duces Tecum to John J. Dillon, Jr.,

zéof the Office of Planning and Zoning for Baltimore County, County

;iCourts Building, to testify for Univerecal

Towson, Maryland 21204,

éiSecurity Instruments, Ine., on Tuesday, December 15, 1981, at

.11:00 a.m. at the County Board of Appeals, Room 219 Court House,

?Towson. Maryland 21204, and to produce and bring with him all
‘;records and documentation relating to the Petltlion for Varlance to
gfpermit a sideyard setback of zero feet (0') in lleu of the
éérequired thirty feet (30') made by Universal Security Instruments,
ilnc. | .
Borond S Fead

Bernard S. Denick

Quil QAN o

H
H
ll
i! ' Anthony Pi—Palalgns
li
|

Blum, Yumkas, Majilman & Gutman. P.A,
1800 Munsey Building
7 N. Calvert Street
Baltimore, Maryland
539-4151

Attorneys for Universal Security

Instruments, Inc.

21202

NMr. Sheriff,

t

e ; Ploose v the al.ve sumiers,

‘i ™~

- - ‘ -
- . . . - r

i ETTh T, Elsenfort, Adv, Secretory
g County 3oord of Appec!s cf Baltimore County

e T

af

T

:
t

o et R, - i R

-’i -
M?&m‘mmﬁf e S m R v .ww.i PR M»ﬁ% .

J g

: SV

) . B :¥

S

0 o

‘Board of Appeals sheuld grant the Fetitionees® Petition frt

Yariance,

A??‘;\«..; (\ ‘\\ \;\i , ,\

Fernard 9, tonin

. . oy )
\\u ik _\\\ ;

Atheny P, fralaigos

N
SR AR o

-~ - A -

Plum, Yusbar, *ayiman
Soboatman, TUA,

be ot e ser 1o

AR B B A I |

!-.;H.mn, e} b

R I TR I I

Attotrievs dor betity e

! ‘;'E_T_l_‘i_“'_\]l_ OF MU TN,

I 11 REBY CERTVEY, that on this \:_\\‘ dav ot daeiary g 1Rl
copy of the foregeing Memorandaw was watded by tipset (dase wagd,
postage prepaldd to Peter Man Jiamerman, Cepals be ple's 10 el
Room 223, Court louse, Towson, Marvtant 1.4 ‘

\‘\\l‘ : ‘) i\f\-.
(7R R FRNTR A P

- [¢ ]
R
- -
DR

e

- [ R

crs

I

P ST
I
r ¢ =
= @

ACFTLMINT (F_ ALY
THIN ASRFLIMENT P SALLU vperiralter pe ety " T
Lj:cw:ént'). rade thia )'“i iy o0 T {
Letween FRANK S, NICCLL, SF,, tavie i ar & Trere o a’ H -
Foad, Owin,s Mills, Maryland J111°7 (Y evg it altier grtear-
celler®), atd UNINVIGIRL IDTUmITy InotrovottoL , & ¢
corporation, havinug an &i7girss at AT LA A S L N I

-
Powd* I

¥ills, Maryland 21117 (texeiratrer reforees v =i

s oa = [ - - -

SN LT,

covenants and ajree entooo ety

- b s - [ )
set forth, and for other gocd arnd valuaLle (ieppdaratisn, e

receipt and acequacy of which ere evely 2 broole” e, tte

hereby agrees 1< =« .1 to the buyrr, asnd the boyse Paces @,

purchase from the Seller, all ot that larl, € rrsciif, L

rore or less, situite and 1yirg in toe Pourth Slecties o

_ i .
Raltirmore County, Marylan? {(lereirefte? teferrn? te g5 Tvioe

gt e d im Bl o @

which is cenerally descriled unl b wr

CEFTTILES, €F ptves nxi b #

plat sttached hereto rarded Frrilit A &s
be descriled, on Schedale A ajjenfwd taceto,

TOCLTHELR W1%TH ery and all irprovecents trereem Erd sry

eser ot e, 2: "

: Teped
and all ricghts, alleys, ways, walery, griviteges,
s ] = - - . - hu
purtenances an? alvastates, te: tYe tamw Yel.o ot s 4w
b v N . PR G- B - T . ¥ P T A T - M -
apoertairarg ta2) f wract Sac t, ar,coenreieoa _
-‘ L §i- . -t 2 - -

herninafter yeferged to coliertively o
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right, title and interest in and to ery and all
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$:0 POSTROSUMEESTS WL 81 GRANTID WITHOUT GOOD AND SUFFICIEDT
FEALOIS, FIGUTTS FOR POSTRONINIHTS MUST BL 1N WRIFING AND i
LERICT CONPUIARCE Wit RCARD PULE 2ib), ABSOLULEL: 14O POSTFONE-
A RTY VLL FE GEARITED WM THTEEN (12} DAYS OF SCHLDULED HEAR-
3G CATE 1N $CCOVDANICE VITH ULl 2ie), COUNTY councit s 1108
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CASL 1O, B =s0-A W IVERSAL SECURITY INSTRUMENTS, INC,

LAY cornei Dolfield Rd. and New Plart Ct.

driy Damrigt .

Var,=ta permit o side ya.d setback of 0'
in liey of .Ne required 30'

8%5 &l = 0.2.C, GRANTED voriance

w/restrictions

ALLISHIDICK), TUESDAY, D2C, 15, 1961, ot 1l o.m.

ci; Berwa 3. Denig, Iw,

'
,}i.-“‘l»'

Cournel for petitioner

¥ Y W * -

- LIl
Universal Seq. Insnumadty, Inc. Petitioner

»
My, Teodericn Fauth riotestont I

CRotumd Feriar, {10q.

£X . Tery FHle ooy

M, Frama P‘»Lu“, Jr. brotesta ot

{
danws O, Lnas, b,
4. C‘r"
J. J'ﬂ\a

W, Hamesaeud
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J. HMuse !
3, M, H{.hiu', fa. *
. June Holmen, Secy.
and shall be paid
V,otre t ey ot tre feiler in the followirg nanner:
Lol e st tefere or at the kuver's execution and
. ; ters F, tie boer Las jald to the Seller the sum of
. (hereinaftef
be et toas "rlo o tepoinltTiL. 0 The &e\lrr‘shall hold the Deposit
A ©it 18 tou Le refunied, credited or retained prrsuant
tooer e o wjene oo tnis Ajreerent. At the settlement of the sale

B * - <. % - 3
L oo = . Tk "o S 4,.:

rreinafror referrcd tu as

taa L. oare te by the I-11er in partial

b, et of such purclase price, IUnless the Deposit is so credited

er 1s fefelted pursvant to tle provisions of Section 6, it shall

tw 2+f . ‘=1 tu the Fuyer vpon any terrination of this Agreement,

viter :_t"‘.a.l!h] forth under

~.rteresl due to the Seller as set

tecticr 1.2, (L),

1.2. ¥alen~e, Mt Closing, the Buyer shall execute and

CkiateF 2 M te tn tre fNeller in amount eqQuecl to the balance of such

t.¥itece J1ife, that js, the sum of

faliler 22211 pey his rhare of s2ettlerment expenses pursuant to the

jtesisisss ¢! lection 2.0 &t closing by a separate check. The Note

ttali s} cosrajn provision for confession of judgment in the event

«f cefou,t, (¥) Loar irterest from May 1, 1981 at the rate of ten
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tle wijedd principal Lalance, (c)

Betaiw v Jar.arg &, 1982 and (d) prohibit pre-payment of principal

©fr irvefreat.,

Lrction 2, Closing, Title, Possession and Adfustments,

1.1. Clesing.

7.1.1. Clesing ehall take place on a Gay which is

resl siter than forty-five (45) days after each and cvery condition

precctert et ferth in the provisions of Section 3 is satisfied or

tte retialasticn t'ere0! waived Dy the party hereto having the

tocel:t ttrrenf, at & oy, tirme And place, elther in Baltimore City

+#1 balt s re (o ~ty, a8 drtermined by the Buyer but in ro event

ietse t1an (wiiteyr 3%,

i9e8l.,
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COUNTY BOARD OF APPEALS
Room 219, Court House

Towson, Maryland 21204
'PETITION FOR VARIANCE : _ *
‘Southwest Corner of
S. Dolfield Road and *
:New Plant Court -- 4th
Electlion District * CASE NDO. 82-28-4
PETITIONER: Universal *
"Security Instruments, Inc.

* * *

REQUEST FOR SUMMUNS DUCES TECUM

. TO THE COUNTY BOARD OF APPEALS:

Please issue Summons Duces Tecum to John J. Dillon,

of the Nffice of Planning and Zoning for Baltimore County, County

Courts Building, Towson, Maryland 21204,

to testify for Universal

"Security Instrum=nts, Inc., on Tuesday, December 15, 1981, at

~11:00 a.m. at the County Board of Appeals, Room 219 Court House,
;Towson.

Maryland 21204, and to produce and bring with him all

permit a sideyard setback of zero feet (0') in lieu of the

"

County Board of Appeols of Baltimore County

2.1.2.

Without altering or impairing the operation
and effect of the provisions of Section 6 in the event of a default
by a party hereto in performing its obligations hereunder, this

Agregment shall automatically terminate at the close of business on

October 31, 1?81, if Closing does not take place on or before such.

day. Upon such termination, the parties hereto shall have such
rights and/or liability as a result thereof as are set focrth in the
provisions of this Egreement.

2.2. Title.

Title to the Property to be good and mer-
chantable, in fee simple, subject to an American Land Title Assoéi-
ation title binder or title policy acceptable to the Buyer and
insurable at standard rates, free of liens and encumbrances except
as specified herein and except: use and occupancy restrictions of
public record which are generally applicable to properties in the
immediate neighborhood or the subdivision in which the Property is
located, and publicly recorded easements for public utilities and
any other ~asements which may be observéd by an inspection of the
Property. If the Seller be unable to convey title to the Property,
subjec: to the terms and conditions of this Paragraph, the Seller
shalitrgfund the Deposit to the Buyer and the Seller shall reimburse
the Buyer for the title expenses incurred by the Buyer in connection
herewith. The Buyer may, nevertheless, accept such title as the
Seller may be able to convey with an appropriate reductioﬁ or
allowance against t!e purchase price.

2.3. Deed of Conveyance.

At Closing, the Seller shall

convey to the Duyer the fee simple title to the Property by a Deed
containing covenants of special warranties by the Seller that it
has done nothing to encumber such title and will give such further

assurances thereof as may be requisite. The Deed, to be prepared

at the Buyer's expense, in form and substance suitable for recordingv

purposes, shall be executed and delivered by Seller to ‘he Buyer.

2.4-

Survey. The Buyer, at its expense, shall have a

registered land surveyor prepare a survey and metes and bounds

Jr.,

igrecords and documentation relating to the Petition for Variance to

required thirty feet (30') made by Universal Security Instruments,

_Inc.
ot owa kS e
S RN O N
Su“ L /%4k7 Bernard S. Denick
Nf“ ALY I R 1.
F“ v LNT s Anthony P*~?ala1gos
f “jt"m“*m"”*' Blum, Yumkas, Mailman & Gutman, P.A.
; f»*f“?_ 1800 Munsey Building
§ C > L ISNIY, R 7 N. Calvert Street
; Fr i e OL Y Baltimore, Maryland 21202
i 539-4151
Attorneys for Universal Security
‘ Instruiments, Inc.
é;‘
-t Lk
1y ¥
:p:%4 Pl ease issue the above summons.
«  Su
— L L‘? -
g [ ] = fal T/LT% ’/!"/]a’t
= @ EdithT. Elsenharf Adm Secretary
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3 i gance
of the Property, to be used in preparinj a convey

description ‘
he Property consists

thereof In the event such survey indicates t

ase Price R
of (.01"acres more, or less, than 1.545 acres, the Furch o

m il i

shall be adjusted accordingly. _ =

At Closing, the

2.5, Possession and Burden of risk.

‘ i t fro -
Seller shall deliver toc the Buyer possession of the Property,

f right wo its

of any and all tenancies and other rights or claims

asar the risk of S
use or occupancy. Until Closing, the Seller shall bear . };_i

that the Property, in its condition on the date

the Buyer, however,

(manufacturing light), and that the time for

hereof, is zoned M.L.

. et . ired.
f£iling any appeal of such zoning classification has expir

Closing Costs; Adjustments.

The entire cost of any documentary stamp tax

2.6.

2.6.1.

i i sfer
divided equally between the parties hereto. The entire tran

. . h
tax, if any, and any recording fee shall be paid entirely by the
aXt, . ’

Buyer. | . \
2.6.2 Rent and water rent shall be adjusted an

al or
ortioned as of date of settlement and all taxes, gener,
app

S r

) nnual
s against the Property which are or may be payable on an

ment

. . . i ssion or
basis (including Metropolitan District, Sanitary Commissi

- ’ -

ced on or prior to the date hereof, or subsequent thereto),
commen :

be adjusted and apportioned as of May 1, 1981 and are to be

are to
y the Buyer, whether assessments have

assumed and paid thereafter b

. - t

that the sum due by the Buyer as an adjustmen
981 to June 30, 1981 shall not exceed $65.50.

t for taxes for the

neriod from May 1,1

4.1.2. to pay any charge or fee impcsed by any such
governrental authority or public utility company for permitting any
such connection benefitting the Property to be made (including, by
way of example rather than of limitation, the charges for purchasing
and installing the water meter for the Property); and

4.1.3. to extend to and within the Property any and

all Utilities required by any governmental or guasi~-governmental

anthority havirng jurisdiction oéer the Property or by any public
utility company as a condition to its approval of the devalopment
of the Property in accordance with the provisions of this Agreement,
or its issuance of any permit or approval covering any or all of
the Property, or any other respect.

The Buyer and its agents,

Section 5. Right of Entry.

servants, contractors and subcontr=ctors mcy, following execution
of this Agreement by the Buyer and the Jeller, enter the Property
and while thereon (a) make surveys. (b) take measurements, (c)

conduct test borings, other tests of surface and subsurface con-

ditions, soil tests and structural and engineering studies, and (d)
inspect the Property, all at the Buyer's expense, If the Buyer
exercises its rights under the foregoing provisions of this Section,
it shall (a) keep the Property free and clear of any and all liens
or claims resulting therefrom; (b) indemnify the Seller against any
claim or liability imposed or sought to be imposed upon the Seller
for loss or damage to property and/or injuries to or death of
persouns arising therefrom; and (¢} if Closing does not occur for
any reason, reasonably restore the Property to its condition
immediately before such exercise and éeliver to the Seller copies
of all such surveys, measurements and the results of all test

borings, studies and inspections. The rights and obligations of

the parties hereto under the provisions of this Section shall

survive Closing.

Section 6. Default.

6.1. In the event the Seller shall fail to consummate f

S———
A R Pt AN B e

LS —

expense to the Buyer, such documents and

studies and applicatiens for subdivision approval.
such subdivison or resubdivision approval.
notwithstanding,

October 31, 1981 then, and in such event,

the Buyer,

prior to, the Closing the requisite

R IEE I P) et At al

Section’l. Conditions Precodent Ta Closing,

iy

The Buyer's

obligation hereunder to complete Closing shzll be conditiored upon

the satisfaction of each of the following conditions precedent:

3.1. The Froperty shall have been designated a sepagate

subc. vision lot for purposes of the County law qoverning the sub-

division of land, oa a subdivision plat recorded among tae County

Land Records. 1In conrnection therewith, and ‘ollowing execution of

this Ag:reement, the Buyer shall hegylin, and thereafter prosecute to
completion, all planning an4d engineering studics and all other
information ana Planning required to be submitted to the proper
authoritics o the County in order that the Property rmay be dcsig-
nated a separate subdivision lot {(in a manner acceptadle to the

Buyer) and suscentible to final recordation among the County Land

Records and all plana and studies required prior to approval of

development plans for the Property,

as hercafter provided. The

Seller shall not withhold approval, where the same is required, and

shall cocperate with the Buyer {and execute, at no &dditional
Pluts as may be necessary
in connection therewith) in expediting pianrning and enqincering

The Buyer shall

be responsible for all cests and ecxpenses incurgred in oLtaining

Anythingy to the contrary
if the requisite aprroval be not obtained by

the Buyer may terminata

this Agreement and the Seller shall refund the Deposit promptly to

less interest as set forth in Section l1.2.(b),
3.2. There shall have been izsued to the Buyer at, or

permits to develop the Property,

and to increase the size of the improvements on the lot of ground

hereafter rore fully described in Section 3.9 of this Agreement

(the "adjoining property®), for use in a manner acceptable to the

Buyer, all without thereby violating the County Zoning Ordinance as

the transaction contenplated herein f{or avy reascn, crcept defaule
by the Buyer, the Buyer may (a) cancel) this Agrecment and recover
the Deposit or (b)) seek specific performance of this Airrarent,

6.2.

transactions contemplated herein for any rcason, ¢xccpt the good

faith failure of the Buyer to satisfy any of tne conditions to the

Buyer's obligations set forth in this Agreement, the Luyer zhall

forfeit the Deposit paid hy the Buyer to the Seller anc it shall be

and become tho rreperty of the Scller, sush cum being oore oo P
as liquidated damuages for the failure of the Liyer to peciorm the
duties and obligations imposed upon the Buyer by the terms and
provisions of this Agrcement and because of the difficulty, incon-
venience and ur~z Lainty of ascertaining actual 3=amages; and no

other damages,
enforceable or available to the Selleyr other tuan as provided in
this Paragraph, and the Seller agrees to accept and take the

Deposit as its total Jdamages and relief hereunder in such event.

No delay or omission in the exercise of any right or remedy accruing

<o the Seller upon any breach by the Buyer under this Agreement

shall impajir such right or remedy or be construed as a waiver of

any such kreach theretcfore or thereafter occurring. If the Buyer,

fellowing a good faith effort, be unable to cause, to its satis-

faction, and at its expense, the occurrence of the conditions set

forth in Sections 3.1, 3.2, 3.6 and 3.7 then and in such event, the

Buyer may cancel this Agreement and recover the Deposit, less

interest as specified in Section 1.2.(b). The waiver by the Seller

or the Buyer, as the case may be, of any condition or the breach of

any term, covenant or condition herein contained shall not be

deemed to be a waiver of ny other condition or of any subsequent

breach of the sane or any other tarm, covenant or condition herein

contained by such party.

Section 7. NRotices. Any notice, demand, consent,

approval, reguest or other communicaticn or document to be provided

In the event the Buyer shall fail to congurmate the

rights or remedies shall in any case be collectible,

e

T T e e 4 o,
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it is in effcet (and as *he Seller haz warrarted in this Agreement)
at the date of this Agrcement ungd through and ircluding Ciosing.

. 343. Tkere i5 no pending or threztened cond.arration or
similar proceeding affecting the Property or any portion theresf,
ror has the Seller knowledge that any such action is presently
conterplated; however, should the Seller, following the date of
this Aqreement, receive notize, or otherwise acquire knowledge, of
any nuch pending or threatened condemnation cor similar proceeding
affecting the Property feller, within five {5) days of the receipt
cf nuch notice, or otherwvwise acquiring such information, shall
cormmunicate the same to the Buyer. In such instance, the Buyer
shall have the right to cither a prompt refund of the Deposit or,
in the alternativeg, a Pro-rata reduction in the purchase price of
the Property.

3.4. The Seller is in compliance with all applicable
laws, ordinances, regulztions, statutes, rules and restrictions
pertaining to and affecting the Property.

3.5. There are no legal actions, suits or otlier legal or
administrative proccedings, including condcmnation cases, pending
or threatened against the Property,

3.6. HNotwithstanding anything conta;ned herein to the
wontiary, the Seller and the Buyer hereby agree that the Buyer's
performance under this Agrecment is contingent upon the County
Council of the County énacting legislation authorizing the:County
to participate in a Maryland Industrial Development Financing
Authority (MIDFA) partially insured financing of the Buyer's
acquisition of the Property, construction of such improvements on
the Property znd construction of such additional improvements an
the adjoining property, as the Buyer may so elect, by authorizing,
issuing, gelling and delivering its MIDFA particily insured in-

dustrial development reveniLe bonds pursuant to Sections 13-1C.

Fereunder to a party hereto {(a) shall be in writing, and (b) =shall
be (i) rcent as certified or registered mail in the United States
rnails, pestage pregaid, return receipt requested, to the address of
such party which is set forth herei..above or to such other address
in the United States of Zmerica as such party may designate from
time to time by notice to the other, or (ii) (if such party's
receipt thereot is acknowledged in writing) given by hand or other
actual éelivery to such party,

Section B, Cormissions,

The Seller and the Buyer agree,
eaci with the other, that this Agreement was brought about, and
entered into, without the assistance or intervention of a broker
and, therefore, there is no broker or other party entitled to a fee
Oor commission in connection with the consummation of settlement
pursuant to this Agreement. The Seller and the Buyer.each shall
save, defend, indemnify and hold the other harmless from and

against any and all claims for comniscion resulting from the

execvtion of this Agreement and the consummation of settlement

hereunder,
Section 9. General.
9.1. Effectiveness. This Agreement shall become ei-

fective upon and only upon its execution and delivery by each party

hereto.

9.2. Comnlete Undrrstanding. This Agreement represents

the cdmplete understanding between the parties hereto as to the
subject matter herecf, and supersedes all prior negotiations,
representations, guaranties, warranties, promises, statements or
agreements, either written or oral, between the parties hereto as
to the Property, the condition thereof or any other matter whatso-
ever, made or furnishel by any agent, employee or other person
representing or purporting to represent either party hereto.

9.3.

Amendment. This Agreement may be auwnded by and

only by an instrument executed and delivered by each party hereto.

~-10-

§ T e

;; ’ 3 l“' : )* s

S . i} 5 ¥ L GO
N T rarpersgre S B = S

N e SN N e

A

s G e T S st e s

£hrough 13-155, inclusive, of Financial Institut.t.is »i the Annotated
Codz of Maryland, effective July 1, 1980, as amended, and the
purchase of such bonds by a lender upon terms and conditions
acceptable to the Buyer and to MIDFA. The legislation shall be in
form and substance satisfactory to the Buyer.

3.7. The receipt by the Buyer of acceptable test boring

reports. The Buyer shall order such borings, at its expense,

within forty-five (45} days after the date of this Agreement. Seller
has given to the Buyer, at or prior to the date of this Agreement,
a copy of the test borings made by ATEC Associates, Inc. for the

Manekin Corporation and a copy of the topographic survey, part of

Parcel E, Section 2, dated May 11, 1979.

3.8. Within seventy (70) feet of one of the exterior

lines of the Property are existing Utilities (as hereafter defined),

adequate for the Bﬁyer's intended use and development of the

Froperty.

., 3-9. There shall be no hiatus between the Property and
that lot of ground and the improvements thereon which the Buyer
caused the County to purchase from Monﬁmental Enterprises, Inc. by
Deed éated May 31, 1977 and recorded amdng the Land Records of the
County subsequent thereto, pursuant to Ordinaﬁce No. 62-77 enacted
by the County Council, so that the Buyer, its successors and
shall have full and free rights of ingress, egress and

assigns,

regress, between the Property and the lot of ground described in

R R T

the aforementioned Deed.

Section 4. Buyer Improvements. :

4.1. It shall be the Buyer's sole responsibility

4.1.1. to make any connection to any of the sani-
tary sewer lines, public water mains, storm drains and electrical
and telephone service lines and facilities (herein referred to
collectively as "Utilities™) and to obtain any governmental ap-

proval of such grading, construction of the improvements or con-

nection which is necessary;

J.4. Waiver. ©No party hersto shall be deermed to have
waived the exercise of any right which it holds hereunder unless
such waiver is made expressly and in writing (and, without limiting
the generality of the foregoing, no delay or omission by any party
hereto in exercising any such right shall be deemed a waiver of iﬁs
future exercise). No siuch waiver made in any irnstance involving
the exercise of any such right shall be deemed a waiver as to any
other such instance, or any other sucﬁ right.

9.5.

Applicable Law. This Agreement shall be given

eff~ct and construed by application of the law of Maryland, and any

T oo g -

action or proceeding arising hereunder shall be brought in the
courts of Maryland,

9.6. Headings. The headings of the Sections, subs-

B LIk

ections, paragraphs and subparagraphs hereof are provided herein
for znd only for convenience of reference, and shall not be con-
sidered in construing their contents.

9.7.

Exhibits. Each writing or plat referred to herein

as Leirg attached hereto as an exhibit or otherwise designated

B RS e N LA N

herein as an exhibit hereto it hereby made a part hereof. _ ;

9.8. Operation and Effect. Subject to the operation and

effect of this Agreement, this Agreement shall be binding upon and
inure to the benefit of the parties hereto and their respective
heirs, personal repr~sentatives, successors and assigas in interest

hereunder.

T S L o Nt a4 s

9.9. Severability. No determination by any court,

governmental or administrative entity or otherwise that any pro-
vision of this Agreement or any amendment hereof is invalid or
unenforceable in any instance shall affect the validity or en-
forceability of (a) any other provision thereof, or (b) such
provision in any instance not controlled by such determiration.
Each such orovision shall be valid and enforceable to the fullest
extent allowed by, and shall be construed whereyer possible as

being consistent with, applicable law.

-11~
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9.10. Time of Essence. Time is of the essence of this

Agreement..

IN WITNESS WHEREOF, each party hereto has executed and
enscaled this Agreement or caused it to be executed and ersealed o?
its behalf by its duly authorized party, the day and yeas above

first written.
ESS: o
L8 g i

/!

ATTEST:

——
—

'/f \"/{i\ Y \‘ - \,\ \ TR \-“\\"(SL .L)
' Frank-S. Nicoll, Jr.

-

SELLER

UNIVERSAL SECURITY INSTRUMENTS, INC.

s . I, l %’ AT
AR IR 2A%A

B . .
Y Michael L. Kovens, President

BUYER

o’ il U smagipimpng oo

P
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in blue on attached plat.

Beginanling for the same at a point on the south prisht->f-way line cf Soulh

' Dolffeld Road as lald out 70 feet wide sald point Leins at the eni cf the etgrs
line describ: * In a deed dated May 31, 1677 and recorded anmcne the lond records
of Baltimore County in Liber 5758, Folio 352 which was eccnvesed bty Monurental
Enterprises, Inc. to Baltimore County, Miryland thence bin4tnz reversely oa

sald elghth line and reversely on the seventh 1tne in the Jint verslese? en.e.

e e T s WS
’ P
. E

ance the two followlng courses and distances viz: (1) Scuth O érercen 47 Rin

34 seconds West 418.00 feet (2) South 31 degrees 15 minutes 50 seconds west

e,
™

134.36 feet to he north side of the Nortiwestern Expressway as sheen on the ;-

Ey:
plat cf Section 2, Owings M11ls Industrial Park recorded among the aforesiid ’5’
land records in P12t I ok 29, Poifo 14 thence binding therecn by a cuive Lo
the left having a radius of 7,€9.44 feet for an are lensth of 103.00 feet ‘_f?
sald arc being subtended by a chord bearing North GO cerrees 49 pir.tes &2 !

seconds West 108.00 feet thence for two lines of divialen throush larcel "L

as shown on the above mentioned platt (1) North 16 degrees 02 einuies 02 secons

East 140.25 feet (2) North 03 degrees 57 minuies 3% sezonds Last Y54.G4 reet Y.

to the socuth slde of the aforemcntioned South Dcoifteld Hoad thence Yiniing

thereon the twe following couraes snd distances vi:z (1} I'v a curve 1o the iot

having a radius of 735.00 feet for an arc lenith of 20,00 feet 5.14 arc leing i |
subtended by a chord bearing South 85 degrees 10 minutes 43 aeconis Last ¥2,00 tf;
feet (2) South B6 degrees 02 ninutes 26 secends Last 92,00 feet to the pelnt "
of beginning. Containing 1,545 icres of land nmore cor less,

Being a part of Parcel "E' as shown on the plat ¢f Secticn 2, Owlice M1lls

Industrial Park recorded among the plat records of Maltimory Couwity tn Plat

108,00 ft. 1line.
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MICHAEL 1., KOVELNS
.10324 S. Dolfield Road
CwWings Mills, Maryland 211'%

April 13, 1981

Me. Frank S. Nicoll, Jr.
100 Music Fair Road
Owings Mills, Maryland 21137

Dear Mr. Nicoll:

Reference is made to an Agreement of Sale (the "Agreement")
between yourself and Universal Security Instruments, Inc. {the
“"Buyer™), dated of even date herewith, for the sale and purchase of
1.545 acres, more or less, situate and lying in the Fourth Election
District of Baltimore County, Maryland (the "Property™).

If the Buyer does not consummate settlement for the
Property because of the Buyer's inability to satisfy the provisicns
of Section 3.6 of the Agreement then, and in such event, the writer
will purchase the Property, or cause the same to be purchased from
you, for the purchase price set forth in the Agreement by the
payment to you of a sum equal to the amount which you have refunded
to the Buyer, pursuant to the Agreement, provided you accept from
such purchaser, at the time of settlement, a purchase money mortgag-z
evidencing and securing the UMW, deferred portion of the purchase
price with interest, on the declining principal balance, at the
rate of ten per cent (10%) per annum, payable quarterly, accounting
from the date of settlement pursuant to the schedule appended
hereto. The purchase money mortgage, prepared on the form of such
document in use, at such time, by Safeco Title Insurance Company
of Marylard (formerly known as The Title Guarantee Company) also
shall provicde for principal payments of $18,000 each on each sub-
Sequent annual anniversary of the date of settlement with the right
of the purchaser to prepay the principal indebtedness, in whole or
in part, without penalty, at any time subsequent to January 6, 1982.

Settlement shall take place within- 30 days following the
Buyer receiving notice that it be unable to satisfy the condition
of Section 3.6 of the Agreement and at a day, time and place either
in Baltimore City or Baltimore County as determined by such purchaser.

Except as herein provided, and except for Sections 3.1 and
3.2, the remaining terms and conditions of the Agreement shall

apply to the writer purchasing the Property, or causing the Property
to be purchased, from you.

RS e el L L e

. Kfndly evidence your consent to the terms and conditions :
herein set forth by signing a copy of this letter and returning it 5
to me. ' 3
WITNFSS ‘

Very truly yours,

Michael L. Kovens

and conditions set forth above are accepted
the undersigned this _\3U. day of Moy, ’

K%m R & \_“\x-(mL-'\'\/ (SEAL)
D)

Frark”S. Nicoll, Jr

in Jieu of the required 30',
Acrest: 4,650
District: 4th

iwa? ", Wazemondy
- - L
sttabhad {3 8 cory of a plat for Section Two - Parcel "E
*

st ine wir,s ®ille industrisl Tark lwcated along the west side
e Flact Tiwrt o tn Raltimore County

= late =i ey Amministratiin e Fureaa of Fignwag Lesign
w5 - iwtel tre liastlon ! the Tight of way line of through

»o@mse Loz trny Mrltwest Lajressway yrolect {n relation to the
t. st Farcel LW,

The right f way line for the Norihwest Expressway is the

stans 8% the twe (J) property lires along the south edge of Farcel
i,

fioasre ucte 1hat this {nfurmativa {s tentative and subject
te Lo eie,

Very truly yeura,

Charles lee, Chief
buresu of Engineering
Azcess Fermits

s w Fy: Ceorge wittman

.
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CHARLES YUMKAS
LLOYD S. MAILMAN
EDWARD J GUTMAN

LAwW OFFICES

/([’ BLUM, YUMKAS, MAILMAN & GUTMAN, P. A,

1800 MUNSEY BUILDING

BERNARD S. DENICK 7 NORTH CALVERT STREET

FRANK 5. ASTROTH
MAX . STADFELD
THCOMAS A BAKER

BALTIMORE, MD. 21202-1964

ROCHELLE 5. EISENBERG
ANTHONY P. PALAIGOS

JACOB BLUM
COUNSEL

October 15, 1981

Chairman,

County Board of Appeals
Room 200

Courthouse

Towson, Maryland 21204

Re: Petition for Variance

SW/Corner of South Dolfield Road

and New Plant Court - 4th Election District

Case No. 82-28-A (Item - 227)

UNIWERS AL SELURITY ZrSTOLmMENTS , 74 &,

Dear Mr. Chairman:

On September 2, 1981 an appe~l was taken by Frederick E.

Fauth, President of American Bottlers Equipment Co. cf the
. Jung, Deputy Zoning Commissioner,

4

1.8k e d e d T w M ]
UTLIDEVIL ICIHIUCECU UJ Wil Vi, i

granting the variance.

Tan

I have been adéised by your office that it would probably
be early winter 1982 at the earliest before this appeal covld

be heard.

It is requested by this letter that this appeal, if at
all possible be heard as soon as possible betore the early
winter of 1982. The variance request was part of an overall
expansion project by Universal which is now qelayed as a result
of the appeal. This expansion project also involves the use
of Industrial Revenue Bond financing which could also be
placed in jeopardy as a result of a delay in the appeal process.
Extreme hardship is now being placed on Universal as a result
of the appeal and any process which vould allow for the speedy
resolution of the appeal would be greatly appreciated.

If therefore, this appeal can be heard as soon as possible

it would be greatly appreciated.

Very uly yours
m@gg.

Anthony P. Palai

APP:dmk )
cc: Stanley W, Katz, Vice-President
Universal Security Instrumcnts, Inc.

r*-

William E. llammond, Zoning Commissioner

HIGHLIGHTS

BUSINESS

Universal Security Instru-
ments, Inc. designs, manufac-
tures and markets popu'ar
priced security and telecom-
munications products. The
Company is recognized as one
of the world’s leading makers
of residential, vehicle and
commercial secu vity devices :
and systems. The Company’s |

preducts are distributed

throughout the United States | FINANCIAL

and many foreign countries, | HIGHLIGHTS 1981 1980 1979
The Company’s shares are Sales .......oiinnn.n $13,664,805 %$7.856,217 $6,443,556
traded in the over-the-counter | NetIncome(Loss)..... $ 664,074 ($ 267,358) ($1,094,736)
market under the NASDAQ Earnings (Loss)

symbol USEC. Per Share®........ $ 28 (% 1) ($ 48)

i "Adjusted for three for twa stock split discussed in Note 12 to Financal Statements.

Corporate Headquar ers ' BOALRD OF DIRECTORS

Iér:versa] SEECUIJI;'IW Stephen Knepper, Chairman

03;?;;81:1';1%01?‘. 1d Road Michael Kovens, President

; nes lt.lﬁlls leld Roa Irvin Kovens, President of Parkway Machine Corp., Baltimore,
Owing . o ing Machi

Maryland 21117 USA Maryland (Distributor of Vending Machines)

Zelig Robinson, Attorney-Partrer in the law firm of Gordun,
Feinblatt, Rethman, Hoffberger & Hollander, Baltimore, Md.
Judge Marvin Land, of Counsel to the law firm Weinberg and

Telephone: (301) 363-3000
Cable: “UNIVERSAL"

' Telex: 8-7675 Green, Baltimore, Md.
) CORPORATE OFFICERS
! Stephen Knepper, Chairman of the Board
. Opposite Page: Depicted are four Michael Kovens, President '
of our most popular products. Sanford Olshansky, Vice President of Marketing

, Clockwise, beginning at the upper | Hubert Mazzacca, Vice President of Sales
? left hand corner are: the Perim-A- | Gianley W, Katz, Vice President, Chief Financial Officer

Tron™™, wireless perin.eterintrusion -
alarm; mﬁf wltrasonic space | Irvin Kovens, Secretary & Treasurer
protection alarm; Intelli-Phone™, | Ramon Hacker, Assistant Treasurer
multi-function computer telephone; :
and Tote & Talk™, cordless horne [

telephonc.

Law OFFICLS

CHARLES YUMHKAS BLUM, YUMKAS, MAILMAN & GUTMAN, P. A
TELEFHONE LLOYD S. MAILMAN {0 LIGHT STREET TELEF:ONE
539-415¢ EDWARD J. GLTHYAN 6254151

BERNARD S. DEMNICK SUITE 2200 AREA CODE 201
Li:NSKSSfASEELCJH BALTIMORE, MD. 21202

ROCHELLE 5. EISENBETRG
ANTHONY FP. PALAIGOS

JACCH BlLUM
COUNSEL

AREA CODE 3O

August 10, 1981

Ms. Jane Marie Junc,
Deputy Zoning Commissioner
of Baltimore County
County Office Building
Towson, Maryrand 21201

RE: CASE NO: #2-28-A '
Petitioner: Universal Security
Instruments, Inc.

Dear Ms. Junc:

Enclosed for inclusion in the record of the above-captioned
ning variance proceedings is the Memorandgm of Facts and Legal
gument in suppert of the Petitioner's variance request.

Would you therefore please accept same for inclusion and
crrefully review same in your deliberations.

Very truly yours,

Py ® AN

Anthony P, Palaigos

cc: Mr. Stanley Katz, Vice President
Univeral Security Instruments, Inc.
10324 S. Dolfield Road 21117
Owings Mills, Maryland .

REES AL NS10'8IAM

T 681 ! John W. Hessian, III, Esquire

People's Councel for Baltimore County

Room 223, Court House "wrr

Towe =n, Maryland 21204 S
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Eulnmme counh.'
department ol iratfic engineering

TOWSON, MARYLAND 21204
{3011 494.3550 '

3 STEPHENE. COLLINS

DIRECTOR _ ' August 26, 1981

Mr. William Hammond

Zoning Commissioner

County Office Building :
Towson, Maryland 21204

Dear Mr. hammond:
The Department of Traffic Engineering has no commeats rezarding

items number 218, 219, 220, 221, 222, 223, 224, 225, 227, ana 228.

1)

-~

| . : | | e / f._ /7 .

/ : . .
/ . (H ‘l o i Qc"/‘-’ ""‘ 1 \—&---——\’l“c-’\'

Michael S§. Flanigan »J
Traffiec Engineering Associate II

MSF/jem
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PETITION FOR VARIANCE
S.W. CORNER OF SOUTH

BEFORE THE ZONING

DOLFIELD ROAD AND COMMISSIONER OF

: NEW PLANT COURT H

{(4th DIGTRICT) BALTIMORE COQUNTY
FETITIONERs  UNIVERSAL SECURITY CASE NO: 82-28-a

INSTRUMENTS, INC.

*s
.

MEMORANDUM OF FACTS AND LEGAL ARGUMENT

IN SUPPORT OF PETITIOMNER'S REQUEST FOR ZONING VARIANCE

R s e

Submitted by:

Anthony P Palaigos R
Blum, Yumkas, Mailman & Gutman, P.A.
10 Light Street

B Suite 2900

Baltimore, Maryland 21202
539-4151

Attorneys for Petitioner

Y

R B R M ¥ T N N ST

BALTIMORE COUNTY

OFFICE OF PLANNING AND ZONING
TOWSON, MARYLAND 21204
494-3211

NORMAN E. GERBER
DIRECTON -

July 29, 1981

Mr. Williom Hammond, Zoning Commissioner
Zoning Advisary Committee

Office of Planning and Zoning

Baltimore County Office Building

Towson, Maryland 21204

Dear Mr, Hammond:

Comments on ltem #227, Zoning Advisory Committee Meeting, June 2, 1981, are as follows:

Property Qwner: Universal Security Instruments, inc.

Location: SW/cor South Dolfield Road and N
pocotion: oad and New Plant Court

District: 4th

bearing on this petitior,
This petition meets the requirements of the Division of Current Planning and Development

Very truly yours,

M ZM/MJ@

ohn L, Wimbley
Planner 11

Current Planning and Development

LS

T e e

R

A. BACKGROUND

The Petitioner, Universal Security Instruments, Inc.,
is the fee simple owner of a tract of land containing approximately
eleven (11) acres, and the improvements situated thereon, located in
the Owings Mills Industrial Park, in Baltimore County, Maryland, the
improvements thereon being more particularly known as 10324 S, Dolfield
Road ("the Property™). The Property is used for the research, develop-
ment, manufacture, storage and sale of highly sophisticated electronic
equipment. The Petitioner presently emplnys more than 325 persons at
the Property.

The Petitioner, as part of an overall physical expansion
program, recently submitted a petition to the Zoning Commissioner of
Baltimore County requesting a variance from Section 255.1 (Section
238.2) of thL: Zoning Regulations of Baltimore County. The afcoremen=~
ticned regulation requires that each property maintain a sideyard of
no less than thirty feet (30'). The Petitioner has requested that the
30 foot sideyard requirement be reduced to zero feet so as to allow
for the expansion of the Petitioner's building to the east of the
existing facility to accomodate additional manufacturing lines.

In accordance with applicable rules and reqgulations, the
petition was properly and timely advertised and the property posted in

the required manner.

A hearing was held July 30, 1981 before Jane Marie Junc,
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Drpaty Zoning Conmisafoner for Raltimore County at which time testimony County Office of Planning andg Zoning, Katz, Schwartz, Anthony P.

froa Stanley Katz, Petitioner's Vice President and Chief Financial

; §f Palaigos and Christopher Nicholson representing the Petitioner.
; ; Dificer ("Katz®) and from Allen Schwartz, Petitioner's Director of §3
; &
TO OUR SHAREHOLDERS A R AATACLUEIn] (Schwarte®) var presonted, In sddition to the 5. LEGAL STANDARD FoR vaRtace
5 __ ) E testiminy, the Peti{tioner introduced into evidence five (5) exhibits,
3 ¢ L
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e _ . e 1 \ : The Petitioner's request for a reduction in the sideyard

: % and lemm  In artaipetom of Tu U Bl Litate Tt Uwe privwath, § teing more Particularly fdentified as follows q y

For the fiscal year pnded © telecommunications and @1“:995-9“'1'“":‘“‘ :::I :::::;tu-hirwu‘ Creas we reedend panug w!wwﬂdﬂllﬂ_"‘*r’f: ; A. Fxhibit 1 = One phcotograph of requirement from thirty feet (30") to zero feet (0') is defined as an
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3135543b5'anmm.w of in“talletion and use. (tduwydf\ﬂib’“‘*!'k‘;‘ e ~—— arves Wi ottt trore the My ard saies 4 Lt 4 Report. Bushman, 227 Md. 243 (1961). The Courts have consistently in such
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U.S.1's marketing philosophy
is very important to the Com-

pany’s success. The marketing

department is responsible for
coordinating new product
ideas with perceived market
demands, developing pro-
grams for the introduction of
new products, and providing

the necessary product support

to insure retail sell-through.

The Company continues to
excel in the development of
attractive packaging for its

products. It recognizes that its
products must be eye-catching

and self-explanatory to facili-
tate sales.

Our in-house art department
produces imaginative adver-
tising and promotional mate-
rial to support the Compeny’s
sales program.,
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the 25 parking spaces, testimony indicated that 212 esurces will be
available on the western side of the complex. Furthermore, the

allejrnd criticism of American Bott''ng is incorrect as the requested
variance is for the cxpansion to the east and not t> the west bordering
the Amcricarn Dottling property.

Katzx and Schwartz both testified that the exterior facade of
the proposed castward expansion will be aesthetically more pleasing
any of better quality than the existing facility, thereby enhancing
the appearance of the entire corner. The height of the proposed addi-
tion will conform to the height of the existing faciliey. There will
not be any obstruction of light or air to the adjoining property
owners {f the varlance i3 yranted.

As an alternative to the variance requested, Schwartz
stated that substantial relief from the existing sideyard requirements
could be uf“orded the Petitioner if the requested variance of zero
{eet {0') was relaxed to five feet (5') thereby resulting in exterior
dimensions of the proposced addition to the ecast being 45' x 100'., The
comprumise to the variance request would provide the Petitioner with
space fa. two new manufacturing lines with a width of 22 feet per
line, stili meeting the minimum industry staudards. However, any
further reduction in .ne width of the proposed addition to the east
wauld render the expansicn impossible and probably cause the

Feti{ioner to seek another location outside the Councy.
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3. Criteria No. 3

The granting of the variance will not result in any substantial
injury to the public health, welfare and safety of County persons
nor will such be compromised in any manrer or fashion. The testimony
presented indicated that public health, welfare and safety will be
inproved by the proposed expansiions.

First, Katz and Schwartz both testified that the exterior
tacade of the proposed addition to the east will be of better qurality
and aesthetically mere attractive than the facade of the existing
facility and will be constructed in compliance with the covenants of
the Painters Mill Indu-~trial Park. The corner of New Plant Court and
Dolfield Road, to the front of the proposed expansion, will remain
landscaped as it currently exists and subsequently will be improved
with the planting of shrubbery and dogwood trees. The overall
appearance and beauty of the facility and corner will be enhanced as a
result of the expansion.

Second, as a result of the overall plant expansion, the
receiving and shipping department will be moved from the area of New
Plant Court to the western side of the building thereby reducing truck
traffic on New Plant Court,

Third, employee parking will be centrally located to the west
of Petitioner's facility, with ingress and egress from Dolfield Road. é
Parking by company employees on Dolfield Road and New Plant Court will ;

be eliminated. The proposed eastern expansion will not obstruct the
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(AS, MAILMAN & GUTMAN, P. A,
PO LGHT STREET TELEPHONE
539-4i5)
SWITE 2900 AREA CODE 301
BALTIMORE, .AD. 21202
HEunarD S Denicw
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A
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B0, RIB-arl,

RSN RV o
oo v e nuilding
1.1 w. Chesapecake Avenue
Towson, Maryland 21204

Re: Petition for Zoning Variance
Filed by Universal Security Instruments, Inc.,
Item N, 227

l:car ¥r. Hammond:

The writer, counsel for the Petitioner in the above-
referenced proccedings, respectfully requests that a Hearing
Le held before the Zoning Commissioner of Baltimore County at the
oiﬁiiﬁgﬁ_gsiiigii_gigg_tor the fecllowing reasons:

1. 1he Petition is part and parcel of three separate
[rojects being undertaken by the Petitioner as a package, withi;
vhe vicinity of the Owings Mills Industrial Park, involving capital
expenditures by the Petitioner of approximately $2,000,000 through
a MICFA partially insured loan from Maryland Naticnal Bank.

2. The planned improvements will create almost 200 new
jcbs in Baltimore County without requiring any capital investment
onh the County's part.

2. In order that the loan closing may be concluded prior
, 1981, a rearing is being sought at the earliest
rossibtle cate so as to pernit completion of final plans-anq speci-
ficaticns for the construction of an addition to the existing
facility thercby creating new jobs in Baltimore County for semi-
skilled and unskilled persons.

to Cetelor 20

"

With these thoughts in mind, I shall appreciate an early
favcrahle response to this request.

Thank you for your cooperation and assistance.

truly yours

Bernard S. Denick

Myo Jarmes D. Lacas
wr, Michkael ¥ovens, President,
Uriversal Security Instruments, Inc.
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